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Executive Summary 

Introduction 
The STEMLink Afterschool Grant program began 

in fall of 2014. Funding was made available 

through a competitive process to afterschool 

and summer programs that provided science, 

technology, engineering, and math (STEM) 

activities as core program components. The 

STEMLink Afterschool Grant program was 

designed to develop, implement, expand, and 

enhance STEM activities and skills for 

economically disadvantaged, high-need 

secondary school students. STEMLink is 

administered through the Department of 

Workforce Services (DWS) Office of Child Care 

and in collaboration with the STEM Action 

Center and the Utah State Office of Education 

(USOE). It provided three years of funding to 13 

programs and 34 program sites. 

Evaluation Overview 
The Utah Education Policy Center (UEPC) at the 

University of Utah was asked to conduct an 

evaluation of the STEMLink program to assess 

both the implementation and outcomes 

associated with the program. This executive 

summary presents selected findings and 

recommendations from the first year (2014-15) 

of the three-year evaluation study. Data 

collection and analyses were guided by the 

following evaluation questions:  

Implementation 

1. To what extent were staff members 

prepared to implement STEM-related 

afterschool programs? 

2. To what extent did staff members provide 

quality afterschool programming? 

3. To what extent did STEMLink programs 

provide STEM-related learning 

opportunities for participants? 

4. To what extent did the STEMLink programs 

provide prevention education learning 

opportunities for participants? 

Outcomes 

5. To what extent did students’ interest in 

STEM change? 

6. To what extent did students’ STEM skills 

change? 

7. To what extent did students’ awareness of 

and interest in STEM-related post-

secondary opportunities and career 

information change? 

8. To what extent did students perceive 

change in social competencies, empathy 

and prosocial behaviors, academic 

behaviors, work habits, and misconduct? 

9. Evaluation year 1: What were student 

achievement scores and chronic absence 

rates of STEMLink participants in the year 

prior (2013-14) to their participation in 

STEMLink afterschool programs? 

The evaluation utilized several data sources to 

answer the evaluation questions. Table 1 shows 

the data sources, number of respondents or 

participants (N), and the unit of analysis.  

Table 1. STEMLink Data Sources 

Data Source N 
Unit of 

Analysis 

Pretest staff survey 97 Staff 

Posttest staff survey 108 Staff 

Pretest student survey 414 Student 

Posttest student survey 459 Student  

Matched pretest and 
posttest student surveys 

201 Student 

Program participation 
records 

2,229 Student 

Utah Afterschool Network 
(UAN) Quality Tool (QT) 

11 Program 

Participant education data 919 Student 
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Key Implementation Findings 

To what extent were staff members prepared to 

implement STEM-related afterschool programs? 

Most staff members had formal education (63% 

had at least a bachelor’s degree) and experience 

working with youth (53% had worked with youth 

for three or more years). Staff members 

described themselves as prepared and reported 

high self-efficacy for STEM teaching: 

 97% strongly agreed or agreed that they 

could lead lessons for diverse students 

 95% strongly agreed or agreed that they 

knew how to find resources to plan 

activities to achieve specific outcomes                 

 97% strongly agreed or agreed that they 

knew how to manage lessons and activities 

to support positive student behaviors 

In contrast to the reports of staff preparedness, 

staff members’ reports of professional 

development (PD) varied:  

 31% strongly agreed or agreed that they 

had unanswered questions about their jobs  

 39% reportedly did not receive PD on 

delivering STEM specific lessons  

 30% reportedly did not receive PD for 

helping students develop good academic 

behaviors 

 33% reportedly did not receive PD on 

delivering engaging lessons 

Staff members who received PD found it useful. 

To what extent did staff members provide 

quality afterschool programming? 

Program staff reported many exemplary areas of 

program quality such as:  

 Providing safe and healthy afterschool 

environments  

 Having qualified staff members 

 Providing sound fiscal management  

Programs had room to improve in areas such as 

developing transportation policies, operating 

under clearly defined policies and procedures, 

providing academic support or aligning 

interventions with school-day curricula, and 

fostering family involvement. Program 

personnel were confident and positive about 

many aspects of program implementation:  

 84% strongly agreed or agreed that their 

programs had identified specific student 

outcomes that they expected to influence 

 99% strongly agreed or agreed that their 

work was rewarding  

 93% strongly agreed or agreed that they felt 

supported by their supervisors 

Students reported high regard for adult program 

leaders and high regard for programs. Students 

indicated that they developed positive 

relationships with peers:  

 92% of students strongly agreed or agreed 

that they were included in activities 

 91% of students strongly agreed or agreed 

that their program was a great place to be 

 91% of students strongly agreed or agreed 

that they had fun 

 89% of students strongly agreed or agreed 

that they liked coming to their afterschool 

programs 

To what extent did the STEMLink programs 

provide STEM-related learning opportunities for 

participants? 

The most common STEM-related learning 

opportunities provided by staff members were 

focused on promoting perseverance and critical 

thinking. The least common STEM-related 

learning opportunities were providing exposure 

to online games or computer programs that 

teach about science and providing resources 

such as STEM-related media. Of the four STEM 

subjects, opportunities to participate in math 

projects were offered least. 
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 96% strongly agreed or agreed that they 

delivered lessons, activities, or assignments 

that promoted perseverance  

 61% strongly agreed or agreed that they 

provided resources such as STEM-related 

media 

 64% strongly agreed or agreed that they 

provided opportunities to participate in 

math projects 

Overall, STEMLink programs reported relatively 

low attendance rates, and low participation in 

STEM-related activities. 

 STEMLink programs reportedly served 2,229 

students 

 69% of students attended 25 or fewer days 

 75% of students participated in at least one 

STEM activity 

 47%  of students participated in at least one 

science activity 

 52%  of students participated in at least one 

math activity 

Staff members reported that the afterschool 

opportunities they provided were aligned with 

the afterschool outcomes they hoped to achieve. 

 98% strongly agreed or agreed that they 

created effective learning environments 

 92% strongly agreed or agreed that they 

facilitated group building or community 

developing activities and delivered lessons 

on positive academic behaviors 

 90% strongly agreed or agreed that they 

delivered lessons on good work habits 

To what extent did the STEMLink programs 

provide prevention education learning 

opportunities for participants? 

Programs reported providing a variety of 

prevention education opportunities (including 

addiction prevention, civic engagement, 

education and career readiness, financial 

literacy, physical activity and nutrition, positive 

interpersonal relationships, self-concept and 

emotional intelligence, and violence and gang 

prevention activities), but not all students 

received those opportunities. 

 71% of students participated in prevention 

education activities at least once 

STEM-related Outcomes 

To what extent did students’ interest in STEM 

change? 

There was a small but statistically significant 

increase in students’ interest in science and a 

small but statistically significant increase in the 

frequency with which they engaged in activities 

related to pursuing their interest in STEM. 

Overall, pretest to posttest changes in students’ 

interest in STEM were small. 

To what extent did students’ STEM skills (critical 

thinking and perseverance) change? 

Students reported no change in self-reported 

measures of critical thinking and perseverance. 

However, high mean scores at both pretest and 

posttest suggested that students perceived 

themselves as possessing these skills. 

To what extent did students’ awareness of and 

interest in STEM-related post-secondary 

opportunities and career information change? 

 There was little pretest to posttest change 

in students’ interest in STEM-related post-

secondary opportunities or careers.  

 There was almost no change in students’ 

awareness of STEM careers. 

 Student interest was greater than their 

awareness of STEM careers. 

Afterschool Outcomes 

To what extent did students perceive change in 

social competencies, empathy and prosocial 

behaviors, academic behaviors, work habits, and 

misconduct?  

 Students reported strong academic 

behaviors, good work habits, social 
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competence, and empathy for their peers 

on both the pretest and posttest. 

 Students’ self-reported misconduct 

increased significantly between pretest and 

posttest.  

Baseline Academic and Attendance 

Outcomes 

Evaluation year 1: What were student 

achievement scores and chronic absence rates 

of STEMLink participants in the year prior (2013-

14) to their participation in STEMLink? 

 In the year prior to program participation, 

STEMLink participants were below the state 

proficiency ratings in every grade and for all 

three tested subjects (with the exception of 

5th and 6th grade science). 

 In the year prior to program participation, 

12% of the STEMLink afterschool program 

participants were chronically absent. 

 By grades 9 – 11, program participants were 

chronically absent more than the state 

average. 

Programmatic Considerations 
Based on the key findings, we offer the 

following state and program level 

considerations for STEMLink afterschool 

program improvement.  

Staff preparation 

State Level Considerations 

 Increase state level support and 
coordination for PD that is aligned with 
where PD is most needed. 

 Continue to foster coordination with higher 

education partners to further develop the 

pools of highly qualified afterschool staff.  

Program Considerations 

 Continue to hire educated, experienced, 
and capable staff members. 

 Continue to offer PD for staff. 

 Ensure that staff members receive high 
quality PD that is aligned with program 

goals, such as achieving STEM-related goals 
and afterschool outcomes 

 Differentiate PD offerings for staff with 

varying afterschool roles and levels of 

experience, education, or professional 

background. 

Quality of Afterschool Programming 

State Level Considerations 

 Collaborate with UAN to provide 

opportunities for STEMLink programs to 

network and share promising strategies for 

improving program quality. 

Program Considerations 

 Continue to provide a safe and healthy 

afterschool environment, hire qualified staff 

members, and provide sound fiscal 

management. 

 Clarify, define, and communicate program 

and transportation policies and procedures. 

 Provide academic supports and align 

interventions with school-day curriculum.  

 Increase efforts to foster family 

involvement. 

 Continue to capitalize on identified program 

quality strengths, support staff members, 

and establish plans to minimize identified 

barriers to providing effective 

programming. 

STEM-related Learning Opportunities 

State Level Considerations 

 Provide resources for implementing STEM-

related learning opportunities. 

 Connect programs with partners that will 

provide resources to increase STEM-related 

learning opportunities. 

 Hold programs accountable to provide 

complete and accurate attendance and 

participation data. 

Program Considerations 

 Continue to provide STEM-related learning 

opportunities.  



12 
   
 

 Increase the provision of opportunities and 

resources for students to learn about STEM 

through online games or other forms of 

media. 

 Work with school personnel and families to 

increase attendance rates. 

 Set attendance and participation goals; 

ensure that students are receiving the 

maximum number of STEM-related 

activities possible given program schedules.  

 Increase opportunities to participate in 

math projects. 

 Continue providing afterschool 

opportunities that are aligned with targeted 

afterschool outcomes. 

Prevention Education Learning Opportunities 

Program Considerations 

 Make prevention education learning 

opportunities available to all participants. 

 Set goals regarding student participation in 

prevention education opportunities. 

STEM Outcomes 

Program Considerations 

 Increase efforts to offer challenging 

opportunities to develop perseverance and 

critical thinking. 

 Continue to promote interest in STEM-

related post-secondary and career 

opportunities. 

 Increase efforts to make students aware of 

the paths and possibilities for pursuing a 

future career in the STEM fields. 

Afterschool Outcomes 

Program Considerations 

 Continue to offer programming that 

promotes positive afterschool outcomes. 

 Establish and implement strategies that 

promote positive student conduct during 

and outside of program hours.

 

 



Introduction 
In an effort to respond to the growing need for a well-prepared workforce, the Department of 

Workforce Services (DWS) in partnership with the STEM Action Center and the Utah State Office of 

Education (USOE) initiated an afterschool grant program focused on science, technology, engineering 

and mathematics (STEM) education. Called STEMLink, this afterschool grant program was designed to 

develop, implement, expand, and enhance STEM activities and skills for economically disadvantaged 

students in secondary schools. The Utah Education Policy Center (UEPC) at the University of Utah was 

asked to conduct an evaluation of this state-wide program to assess both the implementation and 

outcomes associated with the program. This report presents findings from the first year of the three-

year evaluation study. 

This evaluation report includes four sections. In the introduction we provide a brief overview of the 

STEMLink afterschool grant program, including a discussion of the research evidence related to 

afterschool and STEM programs. In the methods section, we present the evaluation questions and 

explain the data sources, data collection strategies, and analyses. The findings section presents baseline 

evaluation results for this first year. Finally, the conclusion provides considerations for the remaining 

two years of program implementation.  

STEMLink Afterschool Grant Program 
In the summer of 2014, the Department of Workforce Services (DWS) Office of Child Care, in 

collaboration with the STEM Action Center and the Utah State Office of Education (USOE), released a 

request for proposals to fund afterschool programs (including summer and before-school programs) 

that offered science, technology, engineering, and math (STEM) activities as core program components. 

Afterschool programs were eligible for participation if they provided STEM-related learning experiences 

to high-need middle school, junior high, or high school students. The grant, referred to as the STEMLink 

Afterschool Grant, was funded by Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) and provided three 

years of funding for 13 programs selected through a competitive process. 

Although the funding parameters required the STEMLink afterschool programs to offer STEM-related 

programming, they could focus on different STEM areas through a variety of delivery methods. Each 

STEMLink program was also required to provide prevention education activities in at least two of eight 

areas. Additional areas include addiction prevention, civic engagement, education and career readiness, 

financial literacy, physical activity and nutrition, positive interpersonal relationships, self-concept and 

emotional intelligence, and violence and gang prevention activities.  

The STEMLink Afterschool Grant aligns with the growing interest in STEM-related education as a means 

to prepare students for 21st century postsecondary and career opportunities. Widespread perceived 

need for a highly trained STEM workforce is evidenced in both national and state efforts to scale up and 

promote STEM education and related programs. In 2013, the Committee on STEM Education National 

Science and Technology Council released its Federal STEM Education Strategic Plan, which reaffirmed 

the focus on STEM education as a top education priority for the United States. In the same year, the 

Utah legislature showed its support for STEM education by passing H.B. 139, which established 

guidelines and funding to create a STEM Action Center that functions as a central point for promoting, 

supporting, and funding STEM-related education efforts. The STEM Action Center was initially funded 

with $1.5 million in ongoing state funding and a one-time $8.5 million investment for pilot programs. In 
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the following year (2014), the state legislature increased its ongoing financial commitment to the STEM 

Action Center from $1.5 million to $8 million. The STEMLink Afterschool Grant aligns with these efforts 

by accessing federal funds to support STEM-focused afterschool programming and extended statewide 

efforts by targeting economically disadvantaged students during out-of-school time hours.  

STEMLink afterschool programs were administered through school district offices or charter schools, 

local government agencies, universities, or private providers. Programs offered a variety of STEM and 

traditional afterschool activities on varied schedules. Of the 13 STEMLink programs, 10 operated on a 

traditional academic year schedule, one operated three successive 10-week sessions during the 

academic year, and two offered summer-only programming. Some programs operated after school only, 

while others also offered activities before school. Some programs were established prior to receiving 

funding, while newer programs scaled up throughout the fall of 2014. Table 2 provides an overview of 

the STEMLink program implementation schedule and number of funded program sites for each 

program.  

Table 2. STEMLink Programs’ Operation Schedules 

Program Sites Academic Year Schedule Summer Schedule 

YMCA of Northern Utah* 4 After school None 

University of Utah (CSME)* 3 After school None 

Jordan School District 3 After school Summer (1 week) 

City Academy STEM Center 1 Before & after school; weekends Summer (3.5 weeks) 

Grand County School District: BEACON 1 Before & after school Summer (6 weeks) 
Salt Lake County Youth Services 3 Before & after school Summer 6 (weeks) 

City of South Salt Lake* 6 After school Summer (7 weeks) 

Salt Lake City Corporation* 2 After school Summer (10 weeks) 

Spy Hop Productions 1 After school Summer (12 weeks) 

Thanksgiving Point Institute 1 After school; weekends Summer (12 weeks) 
Utah Valley University 1 Summer only Summer (7 weeks) 

Granite School District: Granite Tech Inst. 1 Summer only Summer (7 weeks) 

Utah State University (4-H) 7 Three 10-week sessions None 

*These programs were scaling up through the fall of 2014, and one or more sites began serving students several 

months into the academic year. 

Afterschool STEM Programs 
Afterschool programs are well positioned to provide STEM-related learning experiences that augment 

those of the traditional school day (Afterschool Alliance, 2013; Krishnamurthi, Ballard, & Noam, 2014; 

Robelen, 2011). In contrast to the regular school day context, afterschool programs, such as those 

funded by the STEMLink Grant, can provide settings that accommodate increased flexibility, creativity, 

and exploration, with greater intentional focus on developmental outcomes (Noam & Shah, 2013). In 

fact, authors have increasingly acknowledged the role of afterschool programs in providing outlets for 

students to have additional interaction with content from the school day while capitalizing on their own 

curiosity through interesting and engaging encounters in nurturing environments (Afterschool Alliance, 

2011; Krishnamurthi et al., 2014). Afterschool programming may be particularly beneficial for students 

who thrive in settings that are less structured than traditional classrooms (Krishnamurthi et al., 2014).  

Through partnerships with schoolteachers and school staff members, afterschool programs can add 

variety to the types of STEM experiences that students have, but often within a context of greater 
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choice and practical application of STEM content (Krishnamurthi, et al. 2014; Sahin, 2013). For example, 

afterschool programs can offer opportunities to work with technology and engineering equipment 

through media such as Lego robotics, computer coding, and rocketry, which may not typically be 

available during the traditional school day. Evidence from research and practice indicates that such 

informal learning experiences are important learning opportunities that extend beyond the classroom 

(National Research Council, 2009; Sahin 2013; Schnittka, Brandt, Jones, & Evans, 2012).  

Although regular school day learning experiences are centrally important, informal opportunities to 

encounter STEM content, such as those offered through afterschool programs, allow students to gain 

increased exposure to STEM. Researchers have reported that this type of additional exposure to STEM 

may affect future career choices (Afterschool Alliance, 2011). For example, Wai, Lubinski, Benbow, and 

Steiger (2010) concluded that among similar, high-achieving students, those who had greater 

participation in informal STEM opportunities before college made more noteworthy achievements in 

STEM fields. In their study, participation included activities such as participating in science fairs, taking 

college courses while in high school, and participating in academic clubs. Similarly, Sahin (2013) reported 

that multiple years of participation in STEM clubs and science fairs were positively related to pursuing 

STEM majors in college. Finally, Krishnamurthi et al. (2014) concluded that extent of participation 

(dosage) is an important predictor of future involvement in STEM fields and that afterschool programs 

can increase dosage of STEM exposure in substantial ways. 

Afterschool STEM programs can offer important and effective outlets for increasing STEM interest and 

learning, especially for underrepresented and underserved students such as minorities and women 

(Daily & Eugene, 2013; Krishnamurthi, Ottinger, & Topol, 2013). Some students may not initially identify 

with STEM due to stereotypical perspectives about people who work in STEM fields, limited exposure to 

STEM-related resources and information, or lack of awareness regarding opportunities to participate in 

STEM learning and STEM careers (Krishnamurthi et al., 2014). However, such students can learn to see 

themselves as participants in STEM fields as they have positive experiences with STEM activities, engage 

in hands-on STEM learning, and have positive interactions with mentors and role models who they 

encounter through afterschool programs. As such, afterschool STEM programs can play an important 

role in promoting STEM fields to groups of students who may not typically pursue STEM education or 

career options (Afterschool Alliance, 2011). 

Outcomes of Afterschool STEM Programs 

Although evidence for the effectiveness of afterschool STEM programs is accumulating, the current 

growth of afterschool STEM programming appears to have outpaced the production of empirical 

studies. Explanations for the effectiveness of afterschool STEM programs (theories of change) typically 

begin with programming designed to influence participants’ interests, engagement, and attitudes 

toward STEM. Such outcomes are believed to be important starting points for learning to identify with 

STEM fields as a career choice (Schnittka et al., 2012). Arguments for using afterschool programming to 

support STEM education efforts are often justified through logical appeals that increased exposure to 

STEM experiences and STEM fields can show students a clear path into STEM fields by helping them 

develop increased interest in and positive attitudes toward STEM, and ultimately begin to personally 

identify with STEM content (Krishnamurthi, et al., 2014).  
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Studies documenting the outcomes of afterschool STEM programming are not widely available; 

however, the evidence amassed by evaluators consistently points to the effectiveness of afterschool 

STEM programs. The Afterschool Alliance (2011) summarized nine program evaluations of informal 

STEM learning programs. They reported that increased positive attitudes toward STEM, increased 

interest in STEM, improved academic performance, and increased pursuit of STEM degrees were among 

the outcomes documented. In sum, the report concluded that, “Preliminary analysis reveals that high 

quality afterschool programs have a significant impact on student engagement and pursuit of STEM 

fields” (Afterschool Alliance, 2011. p. 6). More recently, Krishnamurthi et al. (2014) reported similar 

outcomes to those of the Afterschool Alliance (2011) report and further supported the assertion that 

afterschool STEM programs can influence career aspirations for STEM fields. 

Overall, practitioners, evaluators, and researchers of informal STEM learning and afterschool STEM 

programming maintain arguments for its effectiveness, but have not embraced an agreed-upon set of 

outcome measures. However, amidst suggestions that afterschool STEM programming needs its own set 

of assessment standards (Noam & Shah, 2013), the Afterschool Alliance (2013) followed its 2009 and 

2011 reports by presenting an outcomes framework for afterschool STEM programming. They utilized a 

Delphi technique to systematically engage stakeholders (e.g., funders, policy leaders, and state 

education representatives) to identify a set of common outcomes and indicators that are relevant across 

the range of programming that occurs within afterschool STEM programs. The framework presented 

three primary sets of outcomes to consider: 

 Develop interest in STEM (through curiosity and participation), 

 Develop capacities to engage in STEM learning (through inquiry and skill development), and 

 Learn to value STEM (through understanding the value of STEM in society and awareness of STEM 

professions; p. 18). 

Although it is too early to say whether the Afterschool Alliance (2013) outcomes framework will be 

widely adopted, it is a recognizable step toward an agreed-upon set of outcomes and indicators.  

Effective Afterschool Programs 

The pursuit of STEM outcomes within afterschool programming is embedded within the larger context 

of general afterschool outcomes. The list of documented outcomes associated with afterschool 

programming is long, varied, and spans many academic, social, behavioral, and developmental 

constructs (for further reading see Durlak & Weissberg, 2007; Vandell, Reisner, & Pierce, 2007). 

Examples of documented outcomes include increased school attendance, increased positive school and 

academic behaviors, and improved academic performance (Durlak & Weissberg, 2013; Geiger & Britsch, 

n.d.). In several studies, researchers found that positive outcomes were particularly pronounced for low 

achieving students and students from low income families (Durlak & Weissberg, 2007; Krishnamurthi, 

Ballard, & Noam, 2014; Wright, 2005).  

Afterschool programs that achieve positive student outcomes do so by using evidence-based practices 

to intentionally design their program implementation to achieve pre-determined outcomes (Afterschool 

Alliance, 2014). Attributes of effective afterschool programs include: 

 Utilizing positive youth development frameworks,  

 Having competent well-trained staff,  
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 Focusing on positive relationships with staff and peers,  

 Providing safe and engaging activities and environments,  

 Offering opportunities for skill-building,  

 Collecting and using data to inform decision-making, and  

 Aligning activities with school day content.  

These attributes provide a foundation for quality afterschool programs (Afterschool Alliance, 2011; 

American Youth Policy Forum, 2006; Granger, Durlack, Yohalem, & Reisner, 2007; National Institute on 

Out-of-School Time, 2011).   

Evaluation Methods 
The DWS retained the Utah Education Policy Center (UEPC) to conduct an evaluation of the 

implementation and outcomes associated with the STEMLink Afterschool Grant. The evaluation covers 

the three years of funded STEMLink afterschool program implementation that occurs from September 

2014 to May 2017. This evaluation report addresses the first year of STEMLink program implementation 

(academic year 2014-15). The evaluation was designed to be broad enough to include outcomes 

common to the goals of the STEMLink grant, yet narrow enough to provide valuable information that 

administrators can use for program improvement.  

The evaluation design for the first program year focused on STEM outcomes, general afterschool 

outcomes, and program quality. Consistent with the research cited above, the evaluation sought to 

determine the extent to which STEMLink participants reported changes in interest, attitudes, and future 

aspirations regarding STEM. For the second and third years of the evaluation, student academic 

achievement and school attendance will be included as those data are made available.  

The evaluation questions were developed in accordance with STEMLink goals and quality standards of 

afterschool programming. Four implementation questions focus on staff preparedness, program quality, 

provision of STEM-related programming, and the provision of prevention education opportunities. Six 

outcomes questions address interest in STEM learning, STEM skills, awareness of STEM-related career 

information, STEM-related post-secondary and career interests, student behavioral outcomes, and the 

relationship of program quality, participation, and student outcomes. The outcomes included in this 

evaluation were derived largely through the literature cited above, as well as from the Indiana 

Afterschool Specialty Standards (2012), which were identified in the DWS Request for Grant Proposals. 

The data sources included student surveys, staff surveys, program participation data, the Utah 

Afterschool Network (UAN) Quality Tool Self-Assessment (QT), and student education data (attendance 

and academic achievement). Table 3 displays the evaluation questions and data sources, which are 

described in detail below. 
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Table 3. Evaluation Questions 

Evaluation Questions Data Sources 
Implementation 

To what extent were staff members prepared to implement STEM-related 
afterschool programs? 

Staff Survey 

To what extent did staff members provide quality afterschool programming? Staff Survey, Student Survey, UAN QT 

To what extent did STEMLink programs provide STEM-related learning 
opportunities for participants? 

Participation Records, Staff Survey 

To what extent did the STEMLink programs provide prevention education 
learning opportunities for participants? 

Participation records, Staff Survey 

Outcomes 

To what extent did students’ interest in STEM change? Student Survey 

To what extent did students’ STEM skills (critical thinking and perseverance) 
change? 

Student Survey 

To what extent did students’ awareness of and interest in STEM-related post-
secondary opportunities and career information change? 

Student Survey 

To what extent did students perceive change in social competencies, empathy 
and prosocial behaviors, academic behaviors, work habits, and conduct? 

Student Survey 

Evaluation year 1: What were student achievement scores and chronic 
absence rates of STEMLink participants in the year prior (2013-14) to their 
participation in the STEMLink afterschool programs? 

Participant education data 

Evaluation years 2 and 3: What was the relationship among program quality, 
participation, and student achievement? 
Evaluation years 2 and 3: What was the relationship among program quality, 
participation, and chronic absence? 

Participant education data, Program 
participation data, UAN QT 

 

Student Surveys 
The UEPC evaluation team designed a student survey to assess STEM outcomes, general afterschool 

outcomes, and afterschool program quality. Within these three overarching topics, the survey measured 

15 constructs. All scales in the student survey were 4-point scales. Two open-ended survey questions 

provided respondents the opportunity to indicate what they liked most about the programs and what 

they wish were different about the programs.  

The student survey was customized for the STEMLink afterschool program, which involved modifying 

survey items from a variety of established surveys and research literature. Table 4 presents an overview 

of the topics and constructs. Appendix A provides detailed information regarding the development of 

the student survey. 
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Table 4. STEMLInk Student Survey Constructs 

Implementation and Outcomes 
Topics 

Measured Constructs 

STEM Outcomes  

Increased interest in STEM learning 

General Science Interest  

Enjoyment of STEM  

Participation in STEM-related Activities  

Increased STEM skills 
Critical Thinking  

Perseverance  

Increased awareness of STEM Careers Career Information  

Increased interest in STEM Education Career and Post-secondary Interest 

Afterschool Outcomes   

 

Social Competencies 

Empathy & Prosocial Behavior 

Academic Behaviors 

Work Habits 

Misconduct 

Program Quality  

 

Relationships with Adults in the Program 

Relationships with Peers in the Program 

Positive Learning Environment  

 

The evaluation design included pretest and posttest administrations of the student surveys. Due to tight 

timelines and the scaling up of programs that occurred through fall 2014, the pilot version of the 

student survey pretest was administered in November and December 2014. STEMLink program staff 

administered the electronic survey to their participants using a web-based survey link provided by the 

UEPC. We used the pilot survey data to conduct psychometric diagnostics for the constructs and the 

items used to measure those constructs. The factors were clearly distinguishable from one another and 

Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were acceptable for all factors. Information about the factor and item 

level analyses are available in Appendix A. Only minor changes were made to the final version of the 

student survey. The pilot version of the student survey also served as a pretest for the first funded year 

(2014-15) of STEMLink afterschool programming. The second administration of the student survey 

occurred during May 2015 and was the year-one posttest. Responses from the pretest and posttest 

student surveys were matched to create a dataset of matched pretest and posttest student survey 

responses.  

Retrospective Student Survey 

In addition to the traditional pretest and posttest student surveys, the evaluation team created a 

posttest that included a retrospective pretest. We created this version to accommodate the non-

traditional schedule of summer programs. This retrospective pretest included the same sets of posttest 

items as the traditional version, but then asked students to respond to the items again based on their 

memory about their interests and attitudes before they participated in the afterschool program. This 

design was adopted based on the recommendations of previous research (Lam & Bengo, 2003; Nimon, 

Zigarmi, & Allen, 2011; Schwartz, & Sprangers, 2010) and allowed the pretest and posttest to be 

administered at one time, at the end of the program. The retrospective pretest version was 

administered to two program sites in May 2015. It was also administered to summer programs. 
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Programs that operated during the summer received reports of their results for program improvement 

purposes, but survey data from the summer administration is not included in this first year evaluation 

study.  

Results from the retrospective pretest cannot be combined with results from the traditional pretest and 

posttest survey because the two types of surveys are designed for different purposes and based on 

different assumptions. Therefore, the retrospective survey results are not included in the survey data 

analyses reported in the findings section. However, a summary the results of the retrospective survey 

are included in Appendix B.  

Staff Survey 
The STEMLink staff survey was designed to analyze program quality and implementation from the 

perspective of staff members who worked directly with participants. Main components of the staff 

survey included staff members’ education and experience, usefulness of professional development (PD), 

program implementation, knowledge of practice, self-efficacy for teaching STEM, and barriers and 

supports. All scales in the staff survey were 4-point scales except for the self-efficacy items, which were 

6-point scales. Four open-ended questions provided the opportunity for respondents to express 

additional PD topics of interest, needs for additional support, successes they have experienced, and 

recommendations for program improvement. 

The pilot version of the staff survey was administered in November and December 2014, and served as a 

pretest for the first year of STEMLink programming. Program leaders administered the electronic survey 

to their staff using an internet link provided by the UEPC. Following the administration of the pilot 

survey, minor changes were made to improve the clarity of some questions in the final version of the 

staff survey. Information about those changes and further explanation of the staff survey development 

are available in Appendix A. The second administration of the staff survey occurred during May 2015 

and was the year-one posttest. The staff surveys were anonymous.  

Attendance and Participation Data 
The purposes of the attendance and participation records were to 1) document attendance, 2) 

document the number of days that each student participated in STEM activities and prevention 

education activities, and 3) determine the overall dosage of programming that students received. To 

ensure that programs could provide complete attendance and participation data files at the end of the 

first program year, data quality and completeness reports were provided to each program in December 

2014. The final round of participation data was collected in June 2015. Programs that operated during 

the academic year provided participation data for 29 program sites and a total of 2,567 students.  

UAN Quality Tool 
The Utah Afterschool Program Quality Assessment and Improvement Tool (QT) is an internal evaluation 

tool afterschool providers can use to review and document program quality and improvement efforts. 

As such, it served as a key data source for understanding STEMLink program quality. The QT includes 

two main sections. The first addresses general program information such as operations, demographic 

information about the student population served, and data collection practices. The second section 

addresses each program’s alignment with four categories of research-based best practices in afterschool 
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programming. These best practices include safety, developing meaningful relationships, learning new 

skills, and program administration. 

The QT is administered once per academic year and was made available to STEMLink grantees during 

February and March 2015. The administration procedures require that program administrators meet 

with program staff teams to complete the QT through a group process. Once completed, the group can 

print their responses as a report that can be used for ongoing program improvement, to document 

current program practices, and to secure future funding. The QT was included in the STEMLink 

evaluation design as a measure of program quality.  

Participant Education Data 
Participant education data included demographics, academic performance, and school attendance. 

Since data were not yet available for the current academic year (2014-15), the first evaluation year used 

aggregated data from 2013-14 to describe participants and to establish a baseline for STEMLink 

participants for the year prior to participation. Participant education data were available through a data 

sharing agreement with Utah State Office of Education (USOE).1  

Sample and Response Rates 
The sample consisted of all student participants and staff members of STEMLink programs. According to 

registration records provided to the DWS by program administrators, 1,758 students were registered for 

STEMLink programs during the 2014-15 academic year. However, program administrators submitted 

enrollment records to the UEPC evaluation team for 2,574 students. Of those students, 2,229 were 

reported as having actually participated in at least one day of afterschool programming. Evaluators had 

no way to verify registration numbers. We used students who were reported as having participated in at 

least one day of STEMLink programming (2,229) to match with student education data. The total 

number of staff members was unknown. 

The student survey is an important data source in this evaluation and high response rates are required in 

order to reach conclusions and make valid recommendations. The evaluation study depends on matched 

pretest and posttests to examine change in self-reported student outcomes from the beginning to the 

end of each academic year.  There were 414 pretest and 459 posttest student survey responses across 

programs, with 201 matched pre-post (9% match rate).  Staff responses were not matched because 

responses were anonymous.  Total staff pretest and posttest survey responses were 97 and 108, 

respectively. STEMLink grantees reported that 2,574 students were enrolled in STEMLink funded 

afterschool programs. Of those enrollees, 2,229 students were reported as having participated at least 

once. The match rate of STEMLink participants with 2013-14 participant education data was 41% (919 

students).  

Data Analyses 
Descriptive statistics (e.g., means, standard deviations, and frequencies) were calculated from all data 

sources. We used paired samples t-tests with the matched student sample to determine if there were 

statistically significant differences in scores from the pretest to the posttest. Since staff survey responses 

                                                           
1 This report uses data made available through a data sharing agreement between the Utah State Office of 
Education (USOE) and the Utah Education Policy Center (UEPC). The views expressed are those of the authors 
and are not those of the USOE’s nor endorsed by the USOE.  
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were anonymous and could not be matched, we present only the posttest results. However, an 

exception to this was the STEM teacher self-efficacy items for which we conducted an independent 

samples t-test. To simplify comparison, we present the means rather than percentages for these items. 

All data sources are identified beneath figures in the findings section. We used frequency counts to 

summarize attendance and participation data.  

Additional Evaluation Activities  
The goal of the evaluation was to provide information to both the DWS and the STEMLink grantees for 

program improvement and to inform implementation and practice. To that end, the evaluation design 

called for formative and summative reporting. The first round of reporting included student and staff 

survey results from all programs combined for the DWS and program-level student and staff survey 

results for the programs. The UEPC evaluation team met with the DWS representatives to review and 

discuss student and staff survey results. A second meeting was held to provide the program-level results 

to grantees. These meetings served as an important exchange of information for both the evaluators 

and the grantees.  

Findings 
This section begins with a description of the participants and is followed by two sections. First, the 

program implementation section addresses staff members’ preparedness, program quality, and the 

provision of STEM-related learning opportunities and prevention education interventions. Second, the 

outcomes section presents pretest and posttest mean score comparisons for afterschool outcomes and 

STEM-related outcomes, as well as students’ baseline academic achievement prior to program 

participation.  

STEMLink Afterschool Participants: Who the Program Served 
We used participant education data to examine the demographic characteristics of STEMLink 

participants. As noted above, 41% of the 2,229 participants were matched with their education data 

from the previous academic year (2013-14). Figure 1 shows that the majority of participants were 

identified as Caucasian (61%) or Hispanic/Latino (25%), which is slightly fewer Caucasian and slightly 

more Hispanic/Latino students than the state overall (77% Caucasian and 16% Hispanic/Latino students.) 
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Figure 1. Race/Ethnicity of STEMLink Participants 

Source: Participant education data (2013-14) 

Figure 2 shows the percentages of STEMLink participants identified as English language learners (ELL), 

low income, special education eligible, and mobile. Fifty-five percent of STEMLink participants were 

from low income families, defined by eligibility for free or reduced lunch. Ten percent of participants 

were identified as ELL, 15% were designated as special education students, and 12% were mobile 

(enrolled at one school consecutively for less than 160 days). 

Figure 2. Program Participant Characteristics 

Source: Participant education data (2013-14) 

Program Implementation 
In this section we answer the evaluation questions related to program implementation. It is organized 

by the evaluation questions and beneath each evaluation question is a summary of key findings followed 

by detailed results. This section begins with a description of staff members’ backgrounds, the 

professional development they received, and their overall preparedness to deliver quality afterschool 
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programming. We then report UAN Quality Tool results, followed by staff and student survey results 

relevant to program implementation. The remaining two sections use staff and student survey results 

along with attendance and participation records to examine the extent to which participants received 

STEM-related learning opportunities and prevention education interventions.  

To what extent were staff members prepared to implement STEM-related afterschool programs? 

 

Staff Demographics, Education, and Experience 

Staff members brought varied levels of education and experience to their roles in the STEMLink 

afterschool programs. Well-qualified staff members are critical to high-quality implementation and 

provide a strong foundation from which to plan and conduct future professional development 

opportunities. Slightly more than half of the staff respondents were female (56%) and most (67%) were 

White (see Figure 3). Half (52%) of the staff members were between the ages of 22 and 41 years (see 

Figure 4). The mean age was 33 years and the median age was 31 years. 

Key findings related to staff members’ preparedness to implement STEM-related afterschool 

programs include the following: 

 Most staff members had formal education and experience working with youth, but had 

minimal experience working in their current afterschool program positions. 

 Staff members described themselves as prepared and reported high self-efficacy for STEM 

teaching. 

 Over one-third of staff members had not received STEM-related PD, and one-third reported 

that they had not received PD for skills needed to facilitate quality afterschool programs. 

 Staff members who received PD found it useful. 

 Most staff members implemented practices they learned through their programs’ PD 

offerings and reported that they were prepared to serve students and manage student 

behavior. 
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Figure 3. Staff Member Race/Ethnicity 

Source: Staff survey posttest 

Figure 4. Age of Staff Members 

Source: Staff survey posttest 

Most (72%) staff respondents held post-secondary degrees. For example, one-third (34%) had earned 
bachelor’s degrees and 27% held master’s degrees (see Figure 5).  

Figure 5. Educational Attainment of Staff Members 

Source: Staff survey posttest 
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Two-thirds (66%) of the staff respondents indicated that they had worked for their afterschool programs 

for less than a year, 20% for one to two years, 5% for two to three years, and the remaining 9% had 

worked for their respective programs for three or more years (figure not shown). 

The professional experience of staff members varied across programs. Figure 6 shows that 53% had 

formally worked with youth for three or more years and about one-third (31%) were currently working 

as classroom teachers. Of those classroom teachers, 73% taught STEM content (see Figure 7). Overall, 

22% of staff respondents were classroom teachers who taught STEM content (figure not shown). 

Figure 6. Years of Experience Formally Working with Youth 

Source: Staff survey posttest 

Figure 7. Percentage of Program Staff who were also Classroom Teachers and who Taught STEM Content 

 

Professional Development 

The staff survey included 17 items that asked respondents whether they had received professional 

development (PD) on particular topics, and if so, how useful the PD was. The PD items were presented in 

two categories, one focused primarily on PD for providing STEM related programming (see Figure 8) and 

another focused on skills needed to facilitate quality afterschool programs (Figure 9). Since the staff 

survey responses were anonymous, the pretests and posttests were not matched and we present only 
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the posttest results. However, almost all of the PD items saw small increases in reported percentages of 

the usefulness of PD from pretest to posttest.   

Figure 8 shows that providing STEM resources for students was the most commonly offered STEM-

related PD topic and 63% found it useful or very useful on the posttest. The second most commonly 

offered STEM-related PD topic was how to get students interested in STEM fields and 60% found it useful 

or very useful). One-third of the respondents received no STEM-related PD.  

Figure 8. STEM-related Professional Development 

Source: Staff survey posttest  
 

Figure 9 shows that developing positive relationships with students was the most commonly offered 

afterschool PD topic and 75% of staff members found it useful or very useful. Encouraging positive 

relationships among students was the second most commonly offered PD topics and 72% found it useful 

or very useful. Planning effective lessons was the least commonly offered topic with 58% of staff 

members reporting that they received PD in this area. Across all PD topics in Figure 9, 21% of staff 

members had received no PD.  
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Figure 9. Usefulness of Afterschool Professional Development received by Staff Members  

Source: Staff survey posttest 

Reports of the PD received by staff members were mixed. For example, most (64%) indicated that the 

PD provided by their programs was about the right amount, 21% reportedly received too little PD, and 

15% reportedly received far too little PD (figure not shown). About one-third (31%) of staff members 

agreed or strongly agreed that they had unanswered questions about their jobs (figure not shown). 

When asked in what areas they would like additional training, 41 staff responded and suggested a broad 

range of topics that included academics, afterschool program management, and working with students. 

The most commonly requested topics were increased knowledge in STEM fields, engaging students, and 

improving classroom behavior. A complete summary of staff member responses is provided in Appendix 

C.  

Figure 10 shows that on the posttest, most staff members (80%) agreed or strongly agreed that they had 

implemented practices they learned through their programs’ PD. Over half (57%) also reported learning 

practices through their programs’ PD that they intended to implement.   
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Figure 10. Application of Professional Development 

Source: Staff survey posttest 

Staff Preparedness 

Most staff members (77%) strongly agreed or agreed that they had received the training they needed to 

do a good job and 97% indicated that they could lead effective lessons for diverse students (see Figure 

11). Staff members reportedly knew (95% strongly agreed or agreed) the goals of the programs they 

worked for and knew how to find resources to plan activities to achieve specific outcomes (95% strongly 

agreed or agreed). Two-thirds of staff respondents (68%) strongly agreed or agreed they knew the core 

standards for the content they taught. 

Figure 11. Staff Preparedness 

   
Source:  Staff survey posttest 

Figure 12 shows that staff members were reportedly well prepared to manage student behavior. Most 

(92%) staff members strongly agreed or agreed that they knew how to respond to student behavior 

problems. Similarly, 97% strongly agreed or agreed that they knew how to manage lessons and activities 

to support positive student behaviors, 94% strongly agreed or agreed that knew who to contact if there 

was a student behavior problem they could not resolve, and 91% strongly agreed or agreed that they 

knew their program’s standards for student behavior.  
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Figure 12. Staff Members Preparedness to Manage Student Behavior 

 
Source:  Staff survey posttest 

The staff survey included 11 items that measured staff members’ self-efficacy for teaching STEM 

concepts. Figure 13 shows that staff members believed they had the ability to effectively teach STEM 

concepts. The scale included six response options that ranged from strongly disagree (1) to strongly 

agree (6). There was little difference between pretest and posttest self-efficacy responses. Based on the 

independent samples t-test, none of the items were statistically different from pretest to posttest. 

Overall, staff members reported high self-efficacy for STEM teaching. 
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Figure 13. Staff Members' STEM Teaching Self-Efficacy 

Source: Staff survey pretest and posttest 
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To what extent did staff members provide quality afterschool programming? 

 

 

In addition to collecting information about program operations, summer programming, program 

participants, and data collection practices, the QT measures program quality in four domains (safety, 

developing meaningful relationships, learning new skills, and administrative practices). This section of 

findings begins with figures that present program administrator and staff team responses to questions 

about the four domains. In most cases, several items were used to assess each domain and those items, 

along with the item level mean scores, are provided in Appendix D. Also included in this section are staff 

survey results that address the extent to which programs were goal oriented and data driven and the 

extent to which they encountered barriers and supports. Finally, student survey results provide student 

perspectives regarding three areas of program quality.  

Safety 

Program personnel reported the presence or absence of safety features on 19 QT items by indicating yes 

(present) or no (absent). Those 19 items are organized into six domains. The percentages of yes 

responses for each safety domain are displayed in Figure 14. Overall, the STEMLink programs indicated 

positive safety ratings (85% - 99%) in all domains, with the least positive safety rating for the 

transportation domain (85%). 

Key findings related to the quality of afterschool programs include the following: 

 Program staff reported many exemplary areas of quality such as providing safe and healthy 

afterschool environments, having qualified staff members, and providing sound fiscal 

management.  

 Program areas that received the lowest ratings were transportation policies, operating under 

clearly defined policies and procedures, providing academic support or aligning interventions 

with school-day curricula, and fostering family involvement.  

 Most staff members felt their programs were goal oriented and data-driven. 

 Staff members felt supported and that barriers to serving students were minimal. 

 Students reported positive program experiences.  
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Figure 14. Quality Standards for Afterschool Program Safety  

Source: UAN Quality Assessment Tool 

A final set of program safety items used a 5-point Likert scale to measure how well programs 

implemented a consistent and responsive behavior management plan. Figure 15 shows that staff 

members and administrators reportedly performed moderately to very well (3.6 – 3.8) regarding their 

behavior management practices. These findings can be contrasted with Figure 12, in which staff 

members gave consistently positive ratings regarding their preparedness to manage student behavior. 

There may be some disparity between how staff members view their own preparedness about 

managing student behavior and program-level standards of the QT. Figure 15 suggests that there is 

room to improve programmatic approaches to student behavior.  

Figure 15. Quality Standards for Behavioral Expectations 

Scale: 1 = Not at all, 2 = Slightly well, 3 = Moderately well, 4 = Very well, 5= Extremely well  
Source: UAN Quality Assessment Tool 

Developing Meaningful Relationships 

Thirteen QT items asked program personnel to express 1) how well staff members and youth know, 
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goals. The mean responses for each of these three domains are displayed in Figure 16. Overall, the 

STEMLink program staff and administrators indicated that they developed meaningful relationships 

moderately to very well (3.3 – 3.9), with the most room for growth being their relationships with 

families. 

Figure 16. Quality Standards for Developing Meaningful Relationships 

 

Scale: 1 = Not at all, 2 = Slightly well, 3 = Moderately well, 4 = Very well, 5= Extremely well  
Source: UAN Quality Assessment Tool 

Learning New Skills 

The QT uses 13 items to assess how well afterschool programs provided opportunities for students to 

learn new skills. The items measure four areas that broadly address youth engagement in critical and 

creative thinking, aligning support with school day curricula, offering life-skill activities and needs-based 

support, and providing opportunities for personal growth. Descriptions of these categories are provided 

in Figure 17, along with the means for each area. Aligning academic support or interventions with 

school-day curricula and addressing student-learning needs (3.1) are important aspects of program 

quality and emerged as the areas with the most room for improvement, while actively engaging youth in 

learning activities (3.7) was a reported strength of the programs. These results can be contrasted with 

staff survey results in Figure 24 and Figure 25, which suggest that staff members agreed that they 

provided learning opportunities for students. 
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Figure 17. Quality Standards for Learning New Skills 

Scale: 1 = Not at all, 2 = Slightly well, 3 = Moderately well, 4 = Very well, 5= Extremely well  
Source: UAN Quality Assessment Tool 

Administration 

The administration section of the QT includes 29 items related to program administrative practices. 

Together, these items address 1) program leadership, management, and finance and 2) staffing and 

professional development. Figure 18 provides a description of the items along with the mean scores for 

each of five administrative areas. Programs reported doing very well (4.0) at providing sound fiscal 

management for their programs. However, they reported doing only moderately well regarding 

operating under clearly defined policies and procedures (3.4). 

Figure 18. Administrative Program Quality Standards 

 
Scale: 1 = Not at all, 2 = Slightly well, 3 = Moderately well, 4 = Very well, 5= Extremely well  
Source: UAN Quality Assessment Tool 
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Based on the QT findings, STEMLink afterschool programs reported many exemplary areas of program 

quality such as providing a safe and healthy afterschool environment, having qualified staff members, 

and providing sound fiscal management. However, there were a number of noteworthy areas that hold 

potential for growth. In particular, programs could further develop and communicate their 

transportation policies. Also, the reports of performing moderately well at providing academic support 

or interventions that were aligned with school-day curricula and address student learning needs should 

be acknowledged as a relatively low rating given the importance of this program feature.  

Implementation Practices  

In addition to the UAN Quality Tool, the staff survey included three items that further inform our 

understanding of program quality. Figure 19 shows that most staff members felt their programs were 

goal oriented and data driven. On the posttest, 84% strongly agreed or agreed that their programs had 

identified specific student outcomes that they expected to influence. Slightly fewer staff members (71%) 

strongly agreed or agreed that they adjusted their teaching practices based on data about student 

learning, and fewer (68%) agreed or strongly agreed that they used data to make decisions about 

choosing activities.  

Figure 19. Goal Oriented and Data-driven Programming 

Source:  Staff survey posttest 

Supports and Barriers  

Staff survey respondents gave favorable reports of the support they received (see Figure 20) and 

expressed agreement that barriers were minimal (see Figure 21). Almost all staff members reportedly 

found their work rewarding (99% strongly agreed or agreed) and enjoyed working for their programs 

(99% strongly agreed or agreed). They also felt supported by their supervisors (93% strongly agreed or 

agreed). Slightly fewer staff members (84% strongly agreed or agreed) indicated that they had the 

resources they needed to do their jobs effectively. Posttest survey responses suggested that student 

motivation was not a barrier for staff members, as 79% strongly agreed or agreed that the students in 

their programs were motivated. About a third of staff members (30% strongly agreed or agreed) had 

trouble communicating with students who did not speak English. Few staff (14% strongly agreed or 

agreed) felt that there were too many students in their groups, and few (20% strongly agreed or agreed) 

indicated that there were too many disruptive students in their groups. 
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Figure 20. Staff Perceptions of Support 

 
Source:  Staff survey posttest 

Figure 21. Staff Perceptions of Barriers 

Source:  Staff survey posttest 

Sixty staff members responded to an open-ended survey question that asked them to identify the 

additional support(s) they needed to be most effective in their current roles. The most requested 

academic supports were more or improved training for STEM, and assistance developing new and 

creative activities. The most frequently requested program supports were more or improved resources, 

more staff members, clarified goals and expectations, and additional support from administrators or 

other staff members. Staff members also noted a need for additional training for managing student 

behavior or classroom behavior. A complete summary of summarized responses to this question is 

available in Appendix C. 

Responses from three sets of student survey items also inform our understanding of program quality. 

Figure 22 shows little change in mean scores from pretest to posttest for the groups of items used to 
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program experiences. Overall, students expressed a great deal of agreement with these items. Although 

the pretest and posttest results for items representing positive program experiences showed a 

significant decrease, a closer look at the posttest survey results (see Figure 23) shows that most students 

responded favorably to these items. For example, 91% indicated that their program was a great place to 

be, 91% had fun, and 89% liked coming to their afterschool programs.  

Figure 22. Student Survey Program Quality Constructs 

 
Source:  Student survey pretest and posttest; Scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly 
Agree; *Statistically significant difference between pretest and posttest 

Figure 23. Posttest Responses for Positive Program Experiences 

Source: Student survey posttest 
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competitions. Many staff members felt they fostered student development and learning. They 

celebrated their success in engaging students and noted that they observed personal development in 

their students. A complete list of summarized responses to this survey question is available in Appendix 

C. 

The staff survey also asked staff members to identify ways to improve the quality of programming and 

better meet students' needs. Regarding academic improvements, staff members felt that their programs 

could offer more engaging and interactive STEM activities. They also requested access to more and 

improved resources and improved organization. Regarding working with students, they indicated that 

programs could improve the personalized attention they give to students. A complete list of summarized 

responses to this survey question is available in Appendix C. 

To what extent did the STEMLink programs provide STEM-related learning opportunities for participants? 

 
According to posttest responses, the most common STEM-related learning opportunities provided by 

staff members were delivering lessons, activities, or assignments that promoted perseverance (96% 

strongly agree or agree) and delivering lessons, activities, or assignments that promoted critical thinking 

(93% strongly agree or agree; see Figure 24). Those opportunities were followed by STEM-related 

lessons used to teach problem solving (84% strongly agree or agree) and providing opportunities to 

participate in projects that integrate multiple STEM topics (88% strongly agree or agree). The least 

common STEM-related learning opportunities were providing exposure to online games or computer 

programs that teach about science (56% strongly agree or agree) and providing resources such as STEM-

related media (e.g., magazines, books, podcasts, websites, or TV programs; 61% strongly agree or 

agree). 

Key findings related to STEM-related learning opportunities include the following: 

 The most common STEM-related learning opportunities provided by staff members were 

delivering lessons, activities, or assignments that promoted perseverance and critical 

thinking.  

 The least common STEM-related learning opportunities were providing exposure to online 

games or computer programs that teach about science and providing resources such as 

STEM-related media. 

 Of the four STEM subjects, opportunities to participate in math projects were offered least. 

 Reports of attendance rates, percentages of students who received STEM-related activities, 

and the frequency of participation in STEM-related activities were lower than expected. 

 Staff members reported that the afterschool opportunities they provided were aligned with 

the afterschool outcomes they hoped to achieve. 
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Figure 24. STEM-related Learning Opportunities 

Source: Staff survey posttest 

In addition to the STEM-related learning opportunities, staff members also reported the extent to which 

they provided other afterschool opportunities for students. Presented in Figure 25, these five items 

represent the types of general afterschool outcomes that the STEMLink grant program hopes to see 

students achieve. Creating an effective learning environment was the most positively rated item (98% 

strongly agreed or agreed). 
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Figure 25. Afterschool Opportunities Provided for Students 

Source: Staff survey posttest  

Each STEMLink afterschool program also reported the number of days that students attended their 

programs and the number of possible days of attendance for each student. Evaluators asked program 

administrators to provide further detail by reporting the number of STEM and prevention education 

activities in which students participated.  

Together, programs reported serving 2,229 students, who attended a total of 50,111 days of 224,094 

possible attendance days. The mean number of days attended was 22.5 (SD = 24.36). Most students 

(70%) attended for 25 days or less, 18% attended 26 – 50 days, 7% attended 51 -75 days, and 5% 

attended for 76-171 days. The overall average attendance rate across programs was 22%.  

Among the 2,229 students who attended the STEMLink afterschool programs, 1,672 (75%) reportedly 
participated in at least one STEM activity. Table 5 offers a closer look at student participation in STEM-
related activities by providing summaries of participation for each STEM area. This table includes only 
the students who participated in each STEM area.  
 

Table 5. Participation Summary by STEM Area 

STEM Area 
Number of 

Participants 
Percent that 
Participated 

Days of 
Participation  

Average Days of 
Participation  

Science 1,054 47% 10,280 10 

Technology 912 41% 7,286 8 
Engineering 884 40% 6,063 7 
Match 1,154 52% 9,707 8 

Source: Participation data submitted by STEMLink programs 
*The number of participants column displays the number of students who reportedly participated in each STEM 
area. The percent that participated column was calculated by dividing the number of students who participated in 
each STEM activity by the total number of students who participated (2,229). The days of participation column 
shows the total number of days that students participated in each STEM area. The average days of participation 
column is the number of STEM participation days divided by the number of students who participated in STEM 
activities.   
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The reported percentages of students who received STEM-related activities (75%) and the frequency 

with which those students participated in STEM-related activities were low. Considering the goals of the 

STEMLink grant, we would expect all participants to have at least some STEM participation. However, 

the quality and accuracy of attendance and participation data were questionable. For example, we 

matched the pretest student survey respondents with the attendance and participation data and found 

that only approximately 40% of pretest student survey respondents were included in the participation 

data. This suggests drastic omissions of program attendees in the participation data. Further, among the 

four STEM subjects, math was the activity with the highest participation counts. However, staff 

members reported that among the four STEM subjects, math was provided least (see Figure 24). 

To what extent did the STEMLink programs provide prevention education learning opportunities for 

participants? 

 
Each program was expected to provide prevention education in two of eight topic areas that were 

identified during the funding process. Program administrators provided the number of prevention 

education activities in which their students participated. Of the 2,229 participants, 1,585 (71%) students 

participated in at least one prevention education activity. Table 6 shows the total number of students 

who reportedly participated in each prevention education activity.  

Table 6. Prevention Education Participation Counts  

Prevention Topic Number of Participants 

Education & Career Readiness 983 
Civic Engagement 463 
Self-concept & emotional intelligence 404 
Violence & gang prevention 435 
Positive Interpersonal Relationships 693 
Physical activity & nutrition 1195 
Addiction prevention 272 
Financial Literacy 251 

Source: Participation data submitted by STEMLink programs 

Key findings related to providing prevention education learning opportunities include the following:  

 Programs reported providing a variety of prevention education opportunities, but not all 

students received those opportunities. 
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STEM Outcomes 
In this section we answer the evaluation questions regarding STEM-related outcomes. Specifically, the 

outcomes include interest in each STEM area, frequency of participation in STEM-related activities, 

STEM skills, and awareness and interest in pursuing a future in STEM fields.  

 

To what extent did students’ interest in STEM change? 

Figure 26 presents mean scores for the six topics on the student survey that were used to measure 

students’ interest in STEM. Explanations and descriptions of these sets of items are available in the 

methods section and in Appendix A. STEM interest is the grand mean of the science, math, engineering, 

and technology interest scores. For all six topics, there was little change from pretest to posttest. 

However, there was statistical difference in science interest and STEM activities from pretest to 

posttest. This suggests that student survey respondents’ interest in science may have increased and that 

they engaged in activities related to pursuing their interest in STEM more frequently at the end of the 

academic year than in the middle of the academic year.  

Key findings regarding STEM Outcomes include the following: 

 Students’ reported interest in STEM was relatively high at both pretest and posttest.  

 There was little change in students’ interest in science, technology, engineering, or math from 

pretest to posttest. However, the change in students’ reported interest in science and the 

frequency with which they engaged in STEM activities increased significantly from pretest to 

posttest. 

 Students reported high levels of perseverance and critical thinking at both pretest and posttest.  

 There was no difference in students’ reported perseverance and critical thinking from pretest to 

posttest. 

 There was no difference in students’ interest in STEM post-secondary opportunities, interest in 

STEM careers, or awareness of STEM careers from pretest and posttest. 

 Students’ reported interest in STEM careers was greater than their awareness.  
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Figure 26. Pretest and Posttest Mean Scores for Student Interest in STEM  

 
Source:  Student survey pretest and posttest; *Statistically significant difference between pretest and posttest 

To what extent did students’ STEM skills (critical thinking and perseverance) change? 

Two STEM skills, perseverance and critical thinking, were measured on the student survey. Figure 27 

shows that there was almost no change in student responses regarding perseverance and critical 

thinking from pretest and posttest. However, the consistently high means suggest that students 

perceived themselves as possessing these important STEM skills.  

Figure 27. STEM Skills Pretest and Posttest Mean Scores 

 
Source:  Student survey pretest and posttest 
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To what extent did students’ awareness of and interest in STEM-related post-secondary opportunities 

and career information change? 

Figure 28 shows that there was little change between pretest and posttest responses regarding 

students’ interest in STEM-related post-secondary opportunities or careers. Similarly, there was almost 

no change in students’ awareness of STEM Careers. Comparing these two topics suggests that student 

interest was greater than their awareness of STEM careers.  

Figure 28. Pretest and Posttest Mean Scores for Interest in and Awareness of Future in STEM Fields 

 
Source:  Student survey pretest and posttest 
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the lowest means at both the pretest and the posttest.  

Providing exposure to STEM-related activities such as online games or computer programs that teach 

about science and increasing access to and awareness of resources such as STEM-related media were 

among the least offered STEM learning opportunities provided by staff (see Figure 24). It is noteworthy 

that, of the STEM topics included in the student survey, participating in STEM-related activities received 

the lowest mean responses (see Figure 26).  
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Afterschool Outcomes 
In this section we answer evaluation questions regarding afterschool outcomes. These commonly cited 

outcomes of afterschool programming include social competencies, empathy and prosocial behaviors, 

academic behaviors, work habits, and misconduct (Durlak & Weissberg, 2013; Vandell, 2013).  

 

To what extent did students perceive change in social competencies, empathy and prosocial behaviors, 

academic behaviors, work habits, and misconduct?  

The student survey asked participants to rate their agreement with several items that represented 

afterschool outcomes. Figure 29 presents pretest and posttest comparisons of means for each of those 

outcomes. Although there was little difference in pretest and posttest means for most of these topics, 

there was a significant difference in pretest and posttest means for misconduct. However, the higher 

mean scores on the posttest indicated an increase in student misconduct in the past 6 months.  

Students responded positively regarding their academic behaviors, 

work habits, social competence, and empathy and prosocial behaviors. 

For a more detailed example of student responses, Figure 30 displays 

the extent to which students agreed with the items used to measure 

social competence. Responses were favorable, with 86% of students 

reporting that they were comfortable talking to other kids and 79% 

reporting that they were comfortable in groups.  

Key findings related to afterschool outcomes include the following: 

 There was little difference in pretest and posttest mean scores for afterschool outcomes; 

however, students responded positively regarding their academic behaviors, work habits, 

social competence, and empathy and prosocial behaviors. 

 Students reported strong academic behaviors, good work habits, social competence, and 

empathy for their peers on both the pretest and posttest. 

 There was a significant difference in pretest and posttest means for respondents’ 

misconduct. This difference indicated an increase in student misconduct during the past 6 

months. 

 

Given the positive 

pretest responses, 

there may have 

been little room for 

growth on the 

posttest survey.  
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Figure 29. Pretest and Posttest Mean Scores for Afterschool Outcomes 

Source:  Student survey pretest and posttest; *Statistically significant difference between pretest and posttest 

Figure 30. Social Competence Posttest Responses 

 
Source:  Student survey posttest 
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Students (n = 440) responded to an open-ended 

posttest survey question that asked them to identify the 

best things about attending their afterschool programs. 

Their responses included social experiences, academic 

and physical activities, life skills, learning opportunities, 

and a variety of program characteristics. The most 

common responses regarding social experiences were 

time with friends, interacting with staff, and having high 

quality social interactions. Students appreciated 

engaging in academic activities such as robotics, time to 

do homework, and working on software programs. 

Commonly mentioned life skills included career 

awareness, planning for the future, and developing new 

skills. Overall, students expressed appreciation for 

opportunities to learn new things and they identified a 

variety of program characteristics such as having fun, accessing activities in which they were interested, 

and getting help as features that were among the best things about attending their programs. Similarly, 

the student survey provided an opportunity for students to state what they wished was different about 

their programs. Students (n = 397) suggested that access to more activities and more opportunities to 

participate in the program were things they wished were different. A complete summary of student 

responses is available in Appendix E. 

Baseline Academic and Attendance Outcomes 
This section presents baseline outcomes of academic proficiency ratings from the year prior (2013-14) to 

participation in the STEMLink afterschool program. 

 

Evaluation year 1: What were student achievement scores and chronic absence rates of STEMLink 

participants in the year prior (2013-14) to their participation in the STEMLink afterschool programs? 

Figure 31, Figure 32, and Figure 33 show science, English language arts, and math proficiency rates for 

STEMLink afterschool participants and all students statewide in each tested grade for the academic year 

2013-14. This is the percentage of students in each grade who met the proficiency benchmark on 

standardized tests in each tested subject. Some grades are excluded from the figure because there were 

Key findings related to baseline academic and attendance outcomes: 

 In the year prior to program participation, STEMLink participants were below the state 

proficiency ratings in every grade and for all three tested subjects (with the exception of 5th 

and 6th grade science). 

 In the year prior to program participation, 12% of the STEMLink afterschool program 

participants were chronically absent. 

 STEMLink participants who were in the sixth grade and grades 9 – 11 in the year prior to 

program participation were chronically absent more than the state average. 

 

Students noted that some of the best 

things about attending their 

afterschool programs were social 

experiences, academic and physical 

activities, life skills, learning 

opportunities, and various aspects of 

the program that they valued. The 

most common open-ended responses 

regarding social experiences were 

time with friends, interacting with 

staff, and having high quality social 

interactions. 
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too few students in the matched data to report. These three figures show that, with the exception of 5th 

and 6th grade science, STEMLink participants were below the state proficiency rates in every grade and 

for all three tested subjects. The higher 5th grade proficiency rate is likely an artifact of the low numbers 

(n = 22) of STEMLink students who matched the state education data.  

Figure 31. Percent of Students Proficient in Science by Grade Level in 2013-14 

 
Source: Participant education data (2013-14) 

Figure 32. Percent of Students Proficient in English Language Arts by Grade Level in 2013-14 

 
Source: Participant education data (2013-14) 
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Figure 33. Percent of Students Proficient in Math by Grade Level in 2013-14 

  
Source: Participant education data (2013-14) 

In the year prior to program participation, 12% of the STEMLink afterschool program participants were 

chronically absent from school (averaged across grades 5 to 11). Figure 34 shows the rates of chronic 

absence for students who participated in STEMLink afterschool programs compared to the statewide 

average.2  

Figure 34. Rates of Chronic Absence in School 2013-14 

  
Source: Participant education data (2013-14) 

 

The baseline academic performance and rates of chronic absence of STEMLink afterschool program 

participants suggests that the program was serving students who did in fact need additional support. 

                                                           
2 We identified chronically absent students according to federal guidelines, which suggest that students who are 
absent for 10% or more days for any reason are considered chronically absent. We used at least 60 membership 
days as the school enrollment criteria.  
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Programmatic Considerations  
Evaluation 
Questions 

Findings Considerations  

To what extent 
were staff 
members 
prepared to 
implement 
STEM-related 
afterschool 
programs? 

 

 Most staff members had formal 
education and experience working with 
youth, but had minimal experience 
working in their current afterschool 
program positions. 

 Staff members described themselves as 
prepared and reported high self-efficacy 
for STEM teaching. 

 One-third of staff members had not 
received STEM-related PD, and 21% had 
not received PD for skills needed to 
facilitate quality afterschool programs. 

 Staff members who received PD found it 
useful. 

 Most staff members implemented 
practices they learned through their 
programs’ PD offerings and reported that 
they were prepared to serve students 
and manage student behavior. 

State Level Considerations 
 Increase state level support and 

coordination for PD that is aligned with 
where PD is most needed.  

 Continue to foster coordination with 
higher education partners to further 
develop the pools of highly qualified 
afterschool staff.  

 

Program Considerations 
 Continue to hire educated, experienced, 

and capable staff members.  

 Continue to offer PD for staff.  

 Ensure that staff members receive high 
quality PD that is aligned with program 

goals, such as achieving STEM-related 
goals and afterschool outcomes. 

 Differentiate PD offerings for staff with 
varying afterschool roles and levels of 
experience, education, or professional 
background.  

To what extent 
did staff 
members 
provide quality 
afterschool 
programming? 

 

 Programs reported many exemplary 
areas of program quality such as 
providing safe and healthy afterschool 
environments, having qualified staff 
members, and providing sound fiscal 
management.  

 Program areas that received the lowest 
ratings were transportation policies, 
operating under clearly defined policies 
and procedures generally, providing 
academic support or aligning 
interventions with school-day curricula, 
and fostering family involvement.  

 Most staff members felt their programs 
were goal oriented and data-driven. 

 Staff members felt supported and that 
barriers to serving students were 
minimal. 

 Students reported positive program 
experiences. 

State Level Considerations 
 Collaborate with UAN to provide 

opportunities for STEMLink programs to 
network and share promising strategies 
for improving program quality. 

 

Program Considerations 
 Continue to provide a safe and healthy 

afterschool environment, hire qualified 
staff members, and provide sound fiscal 
management. 

 Clarify, define, and communicate 
program and transportations policies 
and procedures. 

 Provide academic supports and align 
interventions with school-day 
curriculum.  

 Increase efforts to foster family 
involvement. 

 Continue to capitalize on program 
quality strengths, support staff 
members, and minimize barriers to 
providing effective programming.  

To what extent 
did the 
STEMLink 

 The most common STEM-related learning 
opportunities reported by staff members 
were delivering lessons, activities, or 

State Level Considerations 
 Provide resources for implementing 

STEM-related learning opportunities. 
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programs 
provide STEM-
related learning 
opportunities 
for 
participants? 

assignments that promoted 
perseverance and critical thinking.  

 The least common STEM-related learning 
opportunities were providing exposure 
to online games or computer programs 
that teach about science and providing 
resources such as STEM-related media. 

 Of the four STEM subjects, opportunities 
to participate in math projects were 
offered least. 

 Reports of attendance rates, percentages 
of students who received STEM-related 
activities, and the frequency of 
participation in STEM-related activities 
were lower than expected. 

 Staff members reported that the 
afterschool opportunities they provided 
were aligned with the outcomes they 
hoped to achieve. 

 Connect programs with partners that 
will provide resources to increase STEM-
related learning opportunities. 

 Hold programs accountable to provide 
complete and accurate attendance and 
participation data. 

 

Program Considerations 
 Continue to provide STEM-related 

learning opportunities. 

 Increase the provision of opportunities 
and resources for students to learn 
about STEM through online games or 
other forms of media.  

 Work with school personal and families 
to increase attendance rates.  

 Set attendance and participation goals; 
insure that students are receiving the 
maximum number of STEM-related 
activities possible given program 
schedules.  

 Increase opportunities to participate in 
math projects. 

 Continue providing afterschool 
opportunities that are aligned with 
targeted afterschool outcomes. 

To what extent 
did STEMLink 
programs 
provide 
prevention 
education 
learning 
opportunities 
for 
participants? 

 Programs reported providing a variety of 
prevention education opportunities, but 
not all students received those 
opportunities. 

Program Considerations 
 Make prevention education learning 

opportunities available to all 
participants. 

 Set goals regarding student 
participation in prevention education 
opportunities. 

To what extent 
did students’ 
interest in 
STEM change? 
 
 

 

 Students’ reported interest in STEM was 
relatively high at both pretest and 
posttest.  

 There was little change in students’ 
interest in science, technology, 
engineering, or math from pretest to 
posttest. However, the change in 
students’ reported interest in science 
and the frequency with which they 
engaged in STEM activities increased 
significantly from pretest to posttest. 

Program Considerations 
 Provide engaging program activities that 

promote interest in STEM subjects. 

 Provide opportunities and resources for 
students to engage in STEM-related 
activities. 

 

To what extent 
did students’ 
STEM skills 
(critical thinking 

 There was no difference in students’ 
perseverance and critical thinking from 
pretest to posttest. 

Program Considerations 
 Increase efforts to offer challenging 

opportunities to develop perseverance 
and critical thinking. 
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and 
perseverance) 
change? 

 Students reported high levels of critical 
thinking and perseverance at both 
pretest and posttest. 

To what extent 
did students’ 
awareness of 
and interest in 
STEM-related 
post-secondary 
opportunities 
and career 
information 
change? 

 There was no difference in students’ 
interest in STEM-related post-secondary 
opportunities, interest in STEM careers, 
or awareness of STEM careers from 
pretest and posttest.  

 Students’ interest in STEM careers was 
greater than their awareness. 

Program Considerations 
 Continue to promote interest in STEM-

related post-secondary and career 
opportunities. 

 Increase efforts to make student aware 
of the paths and possibilities for 
pursuing a future career in the STEM 
fields. 

To what extent 
did students 
perceive 
change in social 
competencies, 
empathy and 
prosocial 
behaviors, 
academic 
behaviors, work 
habits, and 
conduct? 

 There was little difference in pretest and 
posttest mean scores for afterschool 
outcomes. 

 Students reported strong academic 
behaviors, good work habits, social 
competence, and empathy for their 
peers on both the pretest and posttest. 

 There was a statistically significant 
difference in pretest and posttest means 
for respondents’ misconduct, suggesting 
an increase in student misconduct during 
the academic year. 

Program Considerations  
 Continue to offer programming that 

promotes positive afterschool 
outcomes. 

 Establish and implement strategies that 
promote positive student conduct 
during and outside of program hours. 

 
  

What were 
student 
achievement 
scores and 
chronic 
absence rates 
of STEMLink 
participants in 
the year prior 
(2013-14) to 
their 
participation in 
the STEMLink 
afterschool 
programs? 

 In the year prior to program 
participation, participants were below 
the state proficiency ratings in every 
grade and for all three tested subjects 
(with the exception of 5th and 6th grade 
science). 

 In the year prior to program 
participation, 12% of the STEMLink 
afterschool program participants were 
chronically absent. 

 STEMLink students who were in the sixth 
grade and grades 9 – 11 in the year prior 
to program participation were chronically 
absent more than the state average. 

 

Program Considerations 
 Facilitate studies of academic 

performance data with afterschool 
program staff and classroom teachers 
to identify specific areas for targeted 
instructional support or interventions.  
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Conclusion 
This evaluation report was developed to inform the implementation and outcomes associated with the 

STEMLink afterschool programs grant. With the exception of a few tables, the findings, conclusions, and 

programmatic considerations were aggregated for funded STEMLink programs that operated during the 

academic year 2014-15. We encourage each program administrator to consider the results and 

considerations of this report through the lens of their own program knowledge and experience and to 

utilize the findings in ways they deem useful to their own program improvement efforts.  

The variety of data sources is a strength of this evaluation study. However, there are some limitations. 

The self-report survey data provided insight into staff perceptions, but it is important to recognize that 

self-reports do not provide conclusive evidence regarding staff preparedness and the type of 

programming they provided. The finding that staff members described themselves as prepared is 

encouraging, however, additional STEM-related learning opportunities could be offered.  

The attendance and participation data suggested relatively low attendance and participation counts. 

This may be an artifact of low participation, but it may also be due to incomplete, poor quality, or 

inaccurate data. The quality of the attendance and participation data varied across programs and 

evaluators found errors and inconsistencies during the data cleaning and analyses process.  

The change in student survey pretest and posttest results were small and looking for change between 

pretest and posttest survey results offered mixed results. In many cases, students self-reported such 

high agreement with pretest items that there was little room for growth at the time of the posttest 

administration. Program administrators can focus additional program implementation efforts on 

providing content that aligns with the student survey items that showed the greatest student need and 

the greatest potential for growth.  

In conclusion, this evaluation study points to many aspects of targeted program implementation. 

However, it also revealed a potential need for an increased focus on staff training and increased efforts 

on STEM-related programming. It is our hope that the suggestions from the literature and the findings of 

this evaluation report will provide valuable information for STEMLink afterschool programs to use in 

their ongoing program improvement efforts. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



55 
   
 

References 
Afterschool Alliance (2011). Quality afterschool: Helping programs achieve it and strengthening policies 
  to support it. Afterschool Alert Issue Brief No. 47. Retrieved from: 
 http://www.afterschoolalliance.org/issue_briefs/issue_quality_47.pdf. 

Afterschool Alliance (2011). Afterschool: A vital partner in STEM education. Retrieved from 
 http://www.afterschoolalliance.org/Afterschool_as_STEMpartner.pdf. 

Afterschool Alliance. (2013). Defining youth outcomes for STEM learning in afterschool. Washington, 

 D.C: Afterschool Alliance. Retrieved from: 

 www.afterschoolalliance.org/STEM_Outcomes_2013.pdf 

Afterschool Alliance (2014). Looking at the data: Afterschool programs using data to better serve 
 students. Issue Brief No. 66. Retrieved from: 
 http://afterschoolalliance.org/issue_briefs/issue_using_data_66.pdf 

American Youth Policy Forum. (2006). Helping Youth Succeed Through Out-of-School Time 
 Programs. Washington, DC: American Youth Policy Forum.  

Daily, S. B., & Eugene, W. (2013). Preparing the future STEM workforce for diverse environments. Urban 

Education, 48(5), 682-704. DOI: 10.1177/0042085913490554. 

Durlak, J. A., & Weissberg, R. P. (2007).  The impact of after-school programs that promote personal and 

social skills.  Chicago, IL: Collaborative for Academic, Social, and Emotional Learning (CASEL). 

Retrieved from: http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED505368.pdf. 

Durlak, J. A., & Weissberg, R. P. (2013). Afterschool programs that follow evidence-based practices to 

promote social and emotional development are effective. In T. K. Peterson (Ed). Expanding Minds 

and Opportunities, pg 194-198. Washington D. C: Collaborative Communications Group. 

Garet, M. S., Porter, A. C., Desimone, L., Birman, B. F., & Yoon, K. S. (2001). What makes professional 

development effective? Results from a national sample of teachers. American Educational 

Research Journal (38)4, 915–945. 

Geiger, E., & Britsch, B. (2003). Out-of-school time program evaluation: Tools for action. Portland, OR: 

Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory. 

Granger, R. C., Durlak, J., Yohalem, N., & Reisner, E. (April, 2007). Improving after-school  program 
 quality. New York, N.Y.: William T. Grant Foundation. 
 
Guskey, T. R. (2000). Evaluating professional development. Thousand Oaks: CA. Sage.  

Indiana Afterschool Specialty Standards (2012). A guide for high quality programs serving youth in out-

 of-school time: Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math (STEM).  Retrieved from 

 http://www.indianaafterschool.org/quality/standards/. 

Jordan, C., Parker, J., Donnelly, D., Rudo, Z. (Eds.). (2009). A practitioner’s guide: Building and managing 

quality afterschool programs. Austin, TX: SEDL. 

http://www.afterschoolalliance.org/issue_briefs/issue_quality_47.pdf
http://www.afterschoolalliance.org/Afterschool_as_STEMpartner.pdf
http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED505368.pdf
http://www.indianaafterschool.org/quality/standards/


56 
   
 

Krishnamurthi, A., Ballard, M., & Noam, G. G. (2014). Examining the impact of afterschool STEM 

programs. Washington, D.C: Afterschool Alliance. 

Krishnamurthi, A., Ottinger, R., & Topol, T. (2013). STEM learning in afterschool and summer 

programming: An essential strategy for STEM education reform. In T. K. Peterson (Ed). 

Expanding Minds and Opportunities, pg 133-141. Washington D. C: Collaborative 

Communications Group. 

Lam, T. C., & Bengo, P. (2003). A comparison of three retrospective self-reporting methods of measuring 

change in instructional practice. American Journal of Evaluation, 24(1), 65-80. DOI: 

10.1177/109821400302400106.  

National Institute on Out-of-School Time (2011). After-school quality: The process of program 

 improvement. Wellesly, MA. 

National Research Council (2009) Learning Science in Informal Environments: People, Places, and 

Pursuits. Committee on Learning Science in Informal Environments. Philip Bell, Bruce Lewenstein, 

Andrew W. Shouse, and Michael A. Feder, Editors. Board on Science Education, Center for 

Education. Division of Behavioral and Social Sciences and Education. Washington, DC: The 

National Academies Press. 

Nimon, K., Zigarmi, D., & Allen, J. (2011). Measure of program effectiveness based on retrospective 

pretest data: Are all created equal? American Journal of Evaluation, 32(1), 8-28. DOI: 

10.1177/1098214010378354. 

Noam, G. G., & Shah, A. M. (2013). Game-changers and the assessment predicament in afterschool 

 science. Paper published by the Program in Education, Afterschool, and Resiliency, Harvard 

 University. 

Robelen, E. W. (2011). Awareness grows of importance of learning science beyond school. Education 

Week, 30(27), 2-5. 

Sahin, A. (2013). STEM clubs and science fair competitions: Effects on post-secondary matriculation. 

Journal of STEM Education, 14(1), 5-11. 

Schnittka, C. G., Brandt, C. B., Jones, B. D., and Evans, M. A. (2012). Informal engineering education after 

school: Employing the studio model for motivation and identification in STEM domains. 

Advances in Engineering Education, summer, 1-31. 

Schwartz, C. E., & Sprangers, M. A. G. (2010). Guidelines for improving the stringency of response shift 

research using the thentest. Quality of Life Research, 19, 455-464. DOI 10.1007/s11136-010-

9585-9. 

The Colorado Trust. After-School Initiative’s Toolkit for Evaluating Positive Youth Development. Denver, 
CO: The Colorado Trust; 2004. 

 
Vandell, D. L., Reisner, E. R., & Pierce, K. M. (2007). Outcomes linked to high-quality afterschool 

programs: Longitudinal findings from the study of promising afterschool programs. Report to the 



57 
   
 

Charles Stewart Mott Foundation. Retrieved from: 

http://education.uci.edu/childcare/pdf/afterschool/PP%20Longitudinal%20Findings%20Final%2

0Report.pdf 

Vandell, D. L., Reisner, E. R., Brown, B. B., Pierce, K. M., Dadisman, K., & Pechman, E. M. (2004). The 

Study of Promising After-School Programs: Descriptive report of the promising programs. Report 

to the Charles Stewart Mott Foundation. 

Vandell, D. L., (2013). Afterschool program quality and student outcomes: Reflections on positive key 

findings on learning and development from recent research. In T. K. Peterson (Ed). Expanding 

Minds and Opportunities, pg 180-186. Washington D. C: Collaborative Communications Group. 

Wai, J., Lubinski, D., Benbow, C. P., & Steiger, J. H. (2010). Accomplishment in science, technology, 

engineering, and mathematics (STEM) and its relation to STEM educational dose: A 25-year 

longitudinal study. American Psychological Association, 102(4), 860-871. DOI: 

10.1037/a0019454. 

Wright, E. (2005). Supporting student success: A governor’s guide to extra learning opportunities. 

Retrieved from National Governors Association website: 

http://www.nga.org/files/live/sites/NGA/files/pdf/0509GOVGUIDEELO.PDF. 

Yoon, S., Evans, M. G., & Strobel, J. (2014). Validation of the teaching engineering self-efficacy scale for 

k-12 teachers: A structural equation modeling approach. Journal of Engineering Education, 

103(3), 463-485. DOI: 10.1002/jee.20049. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://education.uci.edu/childcare/pdf/afterschool/PP%20Longitudinal%20Findings%20Final%25
http://education.uci.edu/childcare/pdf/afterschool/PP%20Longitudinal%20Findings%20Final%25


58 
   
 

Appendix A: Student and Staff Survey Development 
 

Student Survey Development 
The UEPC evaluation team utilized and modified a variety of established surveys and research literature 

to construct the STEMLink student survey. The sources for developing the STEM outcomes portion of the 

student survey were the Common Instrument (CI) (http://www.pearweb.org/); the Program for 

International Student Assessment survey (PISA) (Kastberg, Roey, Lemanski, Chan, & Murray, 2014); the 

Holistic Student Assessment (HSA) (http://www.pearweb.org/); and the research of Tyler-Wood, Knezek, 

and Christensen (2010). The sources for the afterschool outcomes included social competencies items 

from the Social-Emotional Assets and Resilience Scales (SEARS) (Merrel, Cohn, & Toms, 2011); empathy 

and prosocial behaviors items from Ladd and Profilet (1996) and Merrel et al. (2011); work habits items 

from Pierce, Hamm, and Vandell (1999); academic behavior items from the Colorado Trust (2004); and 

misconduct items from the Colorado Trust (2004), Brown, Clasen, and Eicher (1986) and the Utah 

Student Health and Risk Prevention (SHARP) survey. The sources for the program quality items were the 

HSA and Rosenthal and Vandell (1996). 

Student Survey Psychometric diagnostics 

We conducted psychometric diagnostics to determine the construct validity and internal consistency of 

the 15 survey constructs in the student survey. We first conducted exploratory factor analyses to 

determine the extent to which the items used to measure the constructs grouped together as factors 

and the extent to which the factors were distinguishable from one another. Bartlett’s tests of sphericity 

were significant for all constructs, which suggested that the items within the factors were correlated but 

not identical, a requirement for using factor analyses. With the exception of critical thinking and 

perseverance (STEM skills), all of the factors were clearly distinguishable from one another with 

eigenvalues less than one. Critical thinking and perseverance appeared initially to be a single factor in 

the exploratory factor analysis. However, a follow-up forced extraction with an oblique rotation 

indicated that the items separated into two factors with no cross-loadings. We chose to retain both the 

critical thinking and perseverance constructs as indicators of STEM skills.  

Following the initial overall exploration of factors, we tested psychometric properties of items within 

each factor in the student survey. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were acceptable for all factors, and, in 

all but one case, removing items would have little or no impact on improving overall internal 

consistency. Item-total correlations were moderate to high for items in all but two constructs, work 

habits and academic behaviors. In response to these poorly performing items, one item was deleted 

from the work habits construct and one item was rewritten for the academic behaviors construct, which 

improved the internal consistency of those constructs. Table 7 provides an overview of the student 

survey constructs, their internal consistency, and the number of items used to measure the constructs. 

Based on the lack of cross-loaded factors, overall moderate to high item-total correlations, and 

moderate to high Cronbach’s alpha values, we determined that each of the factors were unidimensional, 

except the enjoyment of STEM, which had four dimensions, one for each STEM area. In conclusion, the 

factor and item level analyses revealed suitable construct validity and internal consistency.  
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Table 7. STEMLink Student Survey Overview 

Implementation and Outcomes 
Topics 

Measured Constructs 
Alpha 

Coefficient 
Number of 

Items 
STEM Outcomes    

Increased interest in STEM learning 

General Science Interest  .871 7 

Enjoyment of STEM  
S=.920; T=.900 
E=.935 M=.933 

20 (5 for each 
STEM area) 

STEM Activity  .900 5 

Increased STEM skills 
Critical Thinking  .812 4 

Perseverance  .851 4 

Increased awareness in STEM education Career Information  .911 4 

Increased interest in STEM career  
Career & Post-secondary 
Interest 

.937 6 

Afterschool Outcomes     

 

Social Competencies .880 6 

Empathy & Prosocial Behavior .920 6 

Academic Behaviors .878 4 

Work Habits .825 4 

Misconduct .918 7 

Program Quality    

 Relationships with Adults  .894 5 

 Relationships with Peers  .892 5 

 Positive Learning Environment  .934 7 

 

Staff Survey Development 
The PD aspect of the staff survey focused on the central elements needed for program delivery and 

included questions about STEM specific PD (Garet, Porter, Desimone, Birman, & Yoon, 2001; Guskey, 

2000). Where possible, the PD items were aligned with the program implementation items, which asked 

staff members about the opportunities they made available for students. The knowledge of practice 

items asked about basic knowledge or skills that staff members needed to deliver quality afterschool 

programming. The teacher STEM self-efficacy scale included items about teachers’ perceptions of their 

abilities to motivate and engage students, manage student behavior, and teach STEM concepts (Yoon, 

Evans, & Strobel, 2014). The sample was not large enough to test the factor structure of these items as a 

single self-efficacy construct, therefore we reported the responses at the item level. The barriers and 

supports items asked staff members about their experiences working in the afterschool programs. 

Sources utilized to construct the staff survey also included Vandell, Reisner, Brown, Pierce, Dadisman, 

and Pechman (2004) and Jordan, Parker, Donnelly, and Rudo, (2009).  

Given the small sample size and the exclusion of measureable constructs from the staff survey, we did 

not conduct psychometric analyses. Based on review of the pilot data, we made minor changes to 

improve the clarity of some questions on the staff survey.  
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Appendix B: Summary of Retrospective Student Survey Results 
Evaluators administered the retrospective version of the student survey to two programs. The total 

response rate was 69 students, a 13% response rate. Table 8 displays retrospective pretest and posttest 

mean scores and results of paired samples t tests for each construct. The retrospective version did not 

include all of the afterschool outcome constructs that were included in the traditional version. The 

constructs with mean scores that were significantly different from retrospective pretest and posttest are 

highlighted in bold text.  

Table 8. Retrospective Pretest and Posttest Mean Scores and Paired Samples t Test Results 

Student Survey Outcomes 
Retro-Pre 

Mean 
Post 

Mean 
Mean 

Difference 
SD t df p 

Interest and Engagement in Science 3.0 3.2 0.2 0.54 3.621 64 0.001 

Science Interest 2.8 2.9 0.1 0.62 1.366 63 0.177 

Technology Interest 2.9 3.2 0.3 0.52 4.544 60 0.000 

Engineering Interest 2.9 3.0 0.1 0.61 1.467 57 0.148 

Math Interest 2.5 2.5 0.0 0.68 0.406 62 0.686 

Awareness of STEM Fields 2.0 2.2 0.2 0.70 2.633 65 0.011 

Interest in a future in STEM Fields 2.7 3.0 0.3 0.68 3.467 61 0.001 

STEM Activities 1.7 1.8 0.1 0.62 1.28 61 0.206 

Perseverance 2.9 3.2 0.2 0.58 2.916 60 0.005 

Critical Thinking 3.0 3.1 0.1 0.59 1.94 60 0.057 

Work Habits 2.9 3.0 0.1 0.57 1.068 59 0.290 

Academic Behaviors 3.0 3.1 0.1 0.56 1.523 61 0.133 
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Appendix C: Staff Survey Posttest Open-ended Items Response Summary 
This appendix provides summarized themes from four open-ended posttest student survey items. 

Themes are further summarized beneath the broad, bolded categories and following each theme is the 

number of times the theme appeared. 

What topics would you like to learn more about through future professional 

development opportunities? 
There were 41 responses to this question. 

Categories and Themes Frequency 

Academic  

     Increased knowledge of STEM fields 5 

     Increased access to STEM career resources 3 

     Greater awareness of STEM opportunities 2 

     Delivering STEM programming 2 

     Teaching strategies 2 

     Technology focused training 2 

     Skills training for activities offered 2 

     Developing curriculum based STEM lessons 1 

     Developing hands-on activities 1 

     Entering and creating competitions 1 

     Improving STEM activities 1 

     Creating challenging activities 1 

     Increasing academic enrichments 1 

     Integrating common core 1 

     Strategies for relating STEM to other subjects 1 

Program Characteristics   

     Developing community-school relationships 2 

     Clarified guidelines and expectations 1 

     Grant training 1 

     Improving staff management skills 1 

     Information on successes of other afterschool programs 1 

Working with Students  

     Engaging students 4 

     Improving classroom behavior/management 4 

     Addressing emotional/developmental needs of students 3 

     Working with students with specific needs  2 

     Addressing race and racial bias 1 

     Understanding student learning development 1 

Other  

      Any Professional Development 4 

      Needed no additional PD 3 
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      Unaware of PD opportunities 1 

 

What additional support(s) do you need to be most effective in your current role working 

for this program? 
There were 60 responses to this question.  

Categories and Themes Frequency 

Academic  

More or better training for STEM 6 

Assistance developing new and creative activities 5 

Common core training 1 

Flexibility within program lessons 1 

More field trips 1 

Program Characteristics  

     More or better resources 11 

     More staff 6 

     Clarified goals and expectations 5 

     More support from administrators and staff 5 

     Efficiency in purchasing supplies 4 

     Improved communication 3 

     More community partners 3 

     More planning time 3 

     Data collection support 2 

     More or better organization 2 

     Collaboration with other programs 1 

     Feedback from administration 1 

     Grant management training 1 

     Improved access to facilities 1 

     Improved scheduling 1 

     More long-term commitment from staff 1 

     Staff management training 1 

Working with Students  

     Training in behavioral or classroom management  5 

     Addressing emotional or developmental needs of students 3 

     Increase student engagement 1 

Other  

       No additional support needed 7 

 
 



64 
   
 

What has been your greatest success working in this program this year? 
There were 65 responses to this question.  

Categories and Themes Frequency 

Academic  

     Developing engaging and interactive STEM activities 4 

     Entering students into competitions 4 

     Encouraging cooperation and idea exchange 3 

     Teaching STEM 3 

     Helping students with homework 2 

     Professional development in STEM topics 1 

Program Characteristics  

     Improving program environment 2 

     Improving program structure 2 

     Recruiting dedicated staff 2 

     Working with supportive staff 2 

     Aiding in program success 1 

     Developing community relationships 1 

     Developing solutions for data tracking 1 

     Managing volunteers 1 

     Taking on more responsibility 1 

Working with Students  

     Fostering student development and learning 31 

     Observing personal development in students 12 

     Engaging students 11 

     Building meaningful relationships with students 6 

     Preparing students for future endeavors 6 

     Improving general student behavior 2 

     Working with diverse groups 2 

     Fostering quality social interactions 1 

     Working with students to overcome set-backs 1 
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What could be done here to improve the quality of programming and better meet 

students' needs? 
There were 57 responses to this question.  

 

Categories and Themes Frequency 

Academic  

     More engaging and interactive STEM activities 6 

     Smaller group sizes 4 

     Providing effective tutoring 2 

Program Characteristics  

     More or better resources 10 

     Improved organization 6 

     Better program marketing to students 5 

     More well-prepared staff 5 

     Better facilities 4 

     More data collection and tracking 4 

     More staff 4 

     Clarified goals and expectations 3 

     More collaboration with other programs 3 

     More long-term administrator positions 3 

     More time for planning 3 

     Improved communication 2 

     Improved programming 2 

     More or better PD opportunities in STEM 2 

     Easier enrollment process 1 

     More funding 1 

     More parent involvement 1 

     More STEM career information 1 

     More student peer assistants 1 

     More time 1 

Working with Students  

     Improve personalized attention to students 6 

     Better approaches to behavioral challenges 2 

     Better understanding of student needs 2 

     More student engagement 1 

Other  

     Nothing 2 
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Appendix D: Quality Tool 
This appendix presents tables of the items used as indicators for each of the four Quality Tool domains 

(Safety, Developing Meaningful Relationships, Learning New Skills, and Administration). The titles of 

each figure are the domain descriptions that appear in figures in the findings section. The items 

reported in percentages were calculated based on yes or no responses. The items reported as means 

were calculated from a five point scale that included 1 = not at all, 2 = slightly well, 3 = moderately well, 

4 = very well, 5 = extremely well.  

Quality Tool Items for Safety 

All staff are professionally qualified to work with youth 
Percentage 

in 
compliance 

All staff meet minimum age requirements and position qualifications. 97% 

Criminal background checks are conducted on all staff and volunteers who work alone with 
youth. 

100% 

All staff are required to read and sign an organization's “Code of Conduct” and adhere to 
confidentiality requirements. 

100% 

All staff will read and document their understanding of program's policies and procedures. 100% 

A minimum of 20 hours of in-service training is made available to all staff annually.  100% 

At least one staff member certified in CPR/First Aid is with youth at all times. 87% 

Staff have knowledge of child abuse and neglect reporting requirements and procedures. 93% 

Food handler permits are required for staff responsible for preparing and serving food that is not 
pre-packaged. 

90% 

Averaged percentage 96% 

 

Policies and procedures are implemented to ensure the health and safety of all youth. 
Percentage 

in 
compliance 

Program implements a regular schedule that is communicated to all staff, parents and 
participants. 

97% 

Participant registration information is accessible and includes emergency contact/release 
numbers, allergies, medications and other needs. 

100% 

Special health needs of participants are documented and staff is informed, as appropriate. 100% 

Emergency medical treatment release consent is on file for each participant. 97% 

Procedures/policies are in place to address the administration of medication to youth. 97% 

Youth with communicable diseases are not permitted in the program and participant 
parents/guardians are notified in writing of any possibility of exposure. 

100% 

Program implements a written computer use and internet safety policy. 100% 

Parents/guardians are notified regarding urgent issues that could impact the health and safety of 
participants. 

100% 

Healthy practices and hand washing procedures are implemented especially after using the 
toilet or before handling food. 

100% 

Nutritious snacks are provided, as appropriate, in accordance with USDA nutrition guidelines and 
drinking water is always available. 

97% 

Averaged percentage 99% 
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Youth are carefully supervised to maintain safety. 
Percentage 

in 
compliance 

Staff supervise youth according to youths’ ages and abilities. 100% 

Staff increase supervision according to level of need and or risk involved in an activity.  100% 

Staff record when youth arrive, when they leave, and if picked up, with whom they leave. 90% 

A written policy/procedure is in place to prevent unauthorized people from taking youth from 
the program. 

90% 

Program ensures safe arrival of all youth to the program site.  (Elementary only.) 83% 

A participant release policy/process is in place to ensure safe departure for all youth. 100% 

A minimum of two staff are on site at all times. 93% 

A written policy/process is in place to address injuries, accidents, and incidents. 90% 

Averaged percentage 93% 

 

A transportation policy is in place and communicated to staff and families of participants. 
Percentage 

in 
compliance 

The program complies with all legal requirements for vehicles and drivers. 87% 

The program provides written policies and procedures to transport youth safely to and from 
off-site activities.  

83% 

Averaged percentage 85% 

 

The program provides a safe, healthy, orderly, and nurturing environment.  
Percentage 

in 
compliance 

Policy/procedures are in place regarding facility use, liability, maintenance, and repairs. 97% 

Indoor/outdoor space meets state and local health, safety and cleanliness requirements. 100% 

Program utilizes both indoor and outdoor spaces to implement developmentally appropriate 
programs and activities. 

100% 

Space provided is appropriate and suitable for activities being conducted. 100% 

Staff protect youth from potential health and safety hazards. 100% 

Averaged percentage 99% 

 

Program policies/procedures are in place to protect the safety of youth. 
Percentage 

in 
compliance 

An emergency and disaster preparedness plan is maintained on site and accessible. 87% 

Emergency drills (fire, earthquake, lockdown, power outages, etc.) are conducted quarterly. 60% 

Staff have access to first aid supplies and bodily fluid clean up kits. 100% 

A phone is available at all times for communication between staff and parents/guardians. 100% 

Averaged percentage 87% 
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Quality Tool Items for Developing Meaningful Relationships 
 

Staff and youth know, respect, and support each other. Mean 

Staff promote a respectful and welcoming environment for all youth. 4.0 

Staff facilitate and participate in all program activities with youth.  4.0 

Staff promote and demonstrate respect for all cultural backgrounds and ability levels. 4.0 

Staff respect, listen, and appropriately respond to the needs and feelings of youth. 4.1 

Staff model and facilitate positive interactions to promote healthy relationships. 4.1 

Staff communicate with each other during program hours about youth and program needs as they 
arise. 

3.9 

Staff encourage and guide youth to resolve their own conflicts. 3.6 

Grand Mean 3.9 

 

Program communicates and collaborates with school and community. Mean 

Program engages in school and community collaborations to plan and implement intentionally 
designed programs based on youth needs and interests. 

3.8 

Program builds relationships with arts, cultural, service learning and other organizations to expand 
and enhance program offerings. 

3.5 

Program develops and maintains positive working relationships with hosting and collaborating 
organizations. 

3.6 

Grand Mean 3.6 

 

Program fosters family involvement to support program goals. Mean 

Program encourages family involvement and maintains ongoing outreach efforts with 
parents/guardian. 

3.2 

Program makes community resource information available to families. 3.1 

Staff interact with parents/guardians on matters concerning the well-being of their youth. 3.5 

Grand Mean 3.3 

 

Quality Tool Items for Learning New Skills 
 

Youth are actively engaged in learning activities that promote critical/creative thinking skills and 
build on individual interests/strengths. 

Mean 

Program offers a balance of intentionally designed academic and enrichment activities that are age 
and skill level appropriate 

3.7 

Program offers enrichment activities that allow youth to explore new ideas, build skills and 
demonstrate their knowledge in a variety of learning environments 

3.7 

Grand Mean 3.7 

 

Academic support/interventions are aligned with school-day curricula and address student learning 
needs. 

Mean 

Program offers needs-based academic support, including tutoring and/or homework help. 3.4 
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Program establishes communication with school day administration and staff regarding academic and 
behavioral progress of participants 

3.0 

Program coordinates with day school to align academic components and activities to Common Core 
State Standards 

2.9 

Grand Mean 3.1 

 

Program offers a variety of life skill activities and needs-based support that promote personal 
growth and responsible behaviors toward self and others. 

Mean 

Program provides opportunities for youth to develop the skills needed to make positive choices and 
promote self-responsibility 

3.7 

Program provides opportunities for youth to develop the skills needed to interact appropriately with 
others. 

3.5 

Program offers evidence-based prevention/intervention education to build skills and knowledge that 
promote social success of youth. 

3.6 

Program addresses needs of youth requiring individualized attention and support. 3.4 

Program provides activities that promote health and wellness. 3.7 

Grand Mean 3.6 

 

 Program provides a variety of opportunities that enhance personal growth and development. Mean 

Program involves youth in planning, implementation and evaluation. 3.6 

Program provides varied opportunities for the development of personal responsibility, self-direction 
and leadership skills 

3.5 

Program provides opportunities to build 21st century skills that prepare youth to be responsible 
citizens, effective communicators 

3.6 

Program incorporates interest-based and age-appropriate career exploration and college readiness 
experiences. 

3.7 

Grand Mean 3.6 

 

Quality Tool Items for Administration 
 

The program has a plan for increasing capacity, ensuring program quality, and promoting 
sustainability. 

Mean 

Program has developed a clear mission statement and goals that promote youth success. 4.0 

Program involves key stakeholders (staff, families, youth, community organizations, etc.) in long-term 
planning, decision-making, and evaluation. 

3.6 

Program engages in intentional school/community / collaborations and partnerships that support its 
mission and goals and promote program quality. 

3.9 

Program fosters relationships with community leaders/stakeholders to build advocacy and program 
support 

3.5 

Program utilizes multiple funding and in-kind resources to promote sustainability. 3.9 

Program administration participates in annual program evaluation, assessment and ongoing 
improvement. 

3.9 

Program utilizes multiple data sources for program design, enhancement, and evaluation. 3.5 

Program reports progress, impacts, and achievements to the community at large (families, local 
businesses, school, etc.) and community partners/boards. 

3.6 
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Program develops and implements a marketing plan to increase awareness, involvement and support 
and revises strategies as needed. 

3.7 

Grand Mean 3.8 

 

The program operates under clearly defined policies and procedures. Mean 

Program makes written organizational policies and procedures accessible to staff, family and the 
community for review 

3.6 

Program utilizes an employee handbook outlining staff expectations and policies and procedures. 3.4 

Program provides a parent handbook that includes information about program policies, procedures and 
expectations for youth, family, and staff. 

3.1 

Program administration maintains staff files. 3.8 

Program provides for a written youth and parent/guardian grievance process. 2.8 

Program has a clearly defined participant attendance policy. 3.6 

Grand Mean 3.4 

 

The administration provides sound fiscal management of the program. Mean 

Program is aware of and complies with federal, state and local laws and regulations. 4.0 

Program expenditures are aligned with the program budget and reflect the mission and goals. 4.0 

Program administration implements financial procedures in accordance with the organization’s financial 
policies and generally accepted accounting practices. 

4.0 

Program meets reporting requirements. 3.9 

Grand Mean 4.0 

 

Program recruits, hires, and trains diverse and qualified staff members who value and nurture all 
participants 

Mean 

Program implements a standard hiring process that ensures all staff have the personal attributes, ability 
to learn needed skills, and professional qualifications appropriate for their position. 

4.1 

Program recruits, hires and develops staff who reflect the diversity, languages and cultures of the 
community served. 

3.8 

Program provides an orientation for all staff (including volunteers). 3.9 

Staff participate in regularly scheduled program meetings. 3.9 

Program administration sets aside time for staff communication and planning around youth and 
program needs 

3.8 

Responsibilities and duties are shared among staff so that activities are effectively implemented and 
potential problems are handled smoothly.  

3.7 

Program staff receive regular supervision and support, as needed and at least one annual formal 
performance review 

3.3 

Grand Mean 3.8 

 

Professional development and training opportunities are planned for and implemented to enhance 
staff job performance. 

Mean 

Program assesses staff training needs and provides relevant training and support (developmentally 
appropriate activities, culturally responsive, positive behavior management, etc.). 

3.5 

Program promotes and encourages career development pathways for all staff. 3.7 
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Program implements a professional development plan that promotes best practices working with youth, 
families, and community. 

3.4 

Grand Mean 3.6 

 

Appendix E: Student Survey Open-ended Responses 
This appendix provides summarized themes from two open-ended posttest student survey items. 

Themes are further summarized beneath broad, bolded categories and following each theme is the 

number of times the theme appeared.  

What do you wish was different about this afterschool program? 
There were 397 responses to this question.  

Categories and Themes Frequency 

Activities  

     More availability of activities and classes of interest 46 

     More sports 7 

     More time outside 6 

     Less of certain activities 5 

     More experiential learning 4 
     More field trips of interest 4 
     More opportunities for learning 4 
     Less difficult activities 3 
     More challenge 3 

     More competitions 2 

     More engagement 2 

     More homework help 2 

     More in-depth learning 2 

     More physical activity 2 

     More sharing of ideas 2 

     Better or more efficient use of time 1 

     More free time 1 
     More opportunity for academic advancement 1 
Program Characteristics  
     More or better food 40 
     Access to more or better resources 22 

     More programming during week 22 

     More time dedicated to particular activities and classes 19 

     Program length: longer 14 

     Less or different rules 12 

     Scheduling challenges 12 

     More choice 11 
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     Better behavioral regulations 10 
     More time to do things 10 
     More fun 8 
     More organization 8 
     Program length: shorter 6 

     More help 5 

     More freedom 4 

     More or better screening for program entry 3 

     Revised requirements for program entry 3 
     Choice in group members 2 

     Better location 1 

     Bring in guest speakers from STEM fields 1 

     Improved program environment 1 

     Less academic pressure 1 

Social  

     Better quality of social interactions 14 

     More dedicated participants 7 
     More peers participating  7 
     More participant diversity 1 
     Treated like adults 1 
Staff  
     Better staff preparation 4 

     More and better guidance 3 

     More or Better staff 3 

     More relatable staff 1 

     More understanding staff 1 

Other  

     Everything 5 

     Lack of positive experience 2 
     Nothing 106 

 

What is the best thing about attending this afterschool program? 
There were 440 responses to this question.  

Categories and Themes Frequency 

Academic Activities  

          Robotics 23 

          Homework time 20 

          Software programs 20 

          Building things 16 

          Coding 7 
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          Science 7 

          Field trips 6 

          Technology 5 

          Music 4 

          Engineering 1 

Physical Activities  

          Sports 4 

          Being active 2 

Learning  

          Opportunities to learn new things 74 

          Greater understanding of subject 12 

          Experiential development 11 

          Quality teaching methods 5 

          Increased learning compared to regular classes 3 

          Academic development 1 

          Developing new perspectives 1 

Life Skills  

          Improvement in future planning 19 

          Skills development 11 

          Cooperation 9 

          Career awareness 8 

          Positive outlook on the future 4 

          Sense of accomplishment 4 

          Self-awareness 2 

          Taught with resources currently utilized by professionals 2 

          Helping others 1 

          Relevant to daily life 1 

Program Characteristics  

          Fun 90 

          Availability of various activities of interest 34 

          Food 34 

          Participating in activities 33 

          Help provided 31 

          Positive program environment 19 

          Homework help 18 

          Enjoyment 15 

          Access to resources 8 

          Something to do 8 

          Time away from home 5 

          Unique experience 5 

          Choice 4 
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          Engagement 3 

          Opportunities for creativity 3 

          Absence of academic pressure 2 

          Being challenged 2 

          Productive use of time 2 

          Small class size 2 

          Want to come back 1 

Social  

          Time with friends 52 

          Quality interactions with staff 43 

          Quality social interactions 25 

          Making friends 16 

          Socializing with peers 13 

          Meeting new people 9 

          Social inclusion 5 

          Treated like adults 2 

          Social diversity 1 

Other  

     Everything 8 

     Lack of positive experience 2 

     Nothing 4 
 

 

 

 


